ApriL 5, 1862. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REFORTER. 


409 








Che Solicitors’ Journal. 





> — 


Tus OLD FABLE of the mice in council often finds a 
parallel in the various schemes that are from time to 
time propounded for the amelioration of our social 
political or legal status. Thus, while the different 
theories of registration by memofial, or by enrolment, 
whether of assurance of title, or of the evidence of 
title, have each their warm advocates, the practicability 
of any one of these schemes appears to have engaged 
but little attention. It is, however, the main difficulty 
connected with registration. We are of opinion, 
although we do not now intend discussing the question 
at length, that any scheme which will tend to impart a 
greater authority to the registered title than the 


original itself may possess, will render the practical ° 
difficulties connected with registration almost insupera- ; 


ble Ifthe Registrar gets authority to pronounce upon 
the nature of a conveyance and the legal effect of its 
limitations, we may safely conclude that most of the 
leading conveyancers would hardly suffice for such a 
task. These observations are suggested to us by the 
state of arrear in which the Registry Office for Deeds 
in Ireland is at present. The system of registration 
used in that country is by memorial, giving an abstract 
of the nature of the conveyance, the names of the 
parties, description of the parcels, and an outline of 
the trusts at the discretion of the party registering. No 
question of law need be determined prior to the regis- 
tration of an instrument. Notwithstanding this sim- 
plicity of the machinery used, there was at the beginning 
of the present year an arrear of 10,018 memorials un- 
transcribed, and of those which had been transcribed 
31,711 had not been compared with the originals. 
It is to be hoped that the mechanism of registration 
will receive ample attention from Parliament before the 
proposed Registry Bill shall have become law. 


A Bit ro AMEND “THE Mercuant Suiprine Act 
1854,” “*The Merchant Shipping Act Amendment 
Act, 1855,” and “ The Customs Poneolidation Act, 1853,” 
has passed a second reading in the House of Commons. 
It is intended to render “ equities” enforceable against 
owners and mortgagees of ships. Any measure that 
will tend to render the registry of ships, or any in- 
terests therein, more complicated than at present 
would, we think, be very injurious in the aggregate 
result of its operation. The employment of properly 
qualified engineers on board steam ships is another pro- 
vision of the bill which is likely to be of great 
utility. The bill also relates to the power of the 
Board of Trade and local marine boards to insti- 
tute investigations into the conduct of any masters and 
mates of merchant ships. On Saturday last a very in- 
fluential body of gentlemen connected with the shipping 
of the port of London, and other places, headed by Mr. 
Horsfall, M.P., and Mr. Moffatt, M.P., waited on the 
President ‘of the Board of Trade at Whitehall, and 
brought various portions of the bill under his consi- 
deration, with a view to their amendment. The Presi- 
dent of the Board of Trade 
suggestions offered by the deputation his best attention, 
We believe that the appointment of duly qualified 
engineers is one of the best measures that can be de- 
vised for the purpose of avoiding marine casualties, and 
the consequent expense of inquiries into the causes of 
wrecks. We shall on a future occasion enter at large 
upon the general features and merits of the bill. 


THE FOLLOWING PETITION of the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association has been presented to the 
House of Lords by the Lord Chaneellor :— 


That your petitioners are an association consisting of nearly 
800 practising attorneys and solicitors in England and Wales, 
of whom nearly 6V0 carry on business in the provinces, a 
that their objects have ever been to promote the better and 
more economical administration of the law, and to maintain 
the rights and increase the usefulness of the profession. 

That your petitioners have given much attention to the sub- 
jects of the registration of titles to, and of transfers of, land; 
and, without presuming to advuvate or object to any of the 
several schemes now before your right honourable House, or to 
express any abstract concurrence, or otherwise, in the desirable- 
ness of registration of titles or assurances, your petitioners 
venture humbly to lay before your Lordships some of the car- 
dinal points which, from your petitioners’ practical experience 
in conveyancing, they consider should be kept in view in framing 
any system for the registration of titles. 

First,—Your petitioners conceive that, in accordance with 
most of the bills presented to your Lordships, registration 





promised to give the | 


should be left optional. ‘To render it obligatory, while its re- 

sults are untried, and whilst so much difference of opinion as 

to its value exists amongst eminent lawyers, would ex real 
, property to unnecessary risk, and might create irremediable 
| hardships and difficulties. 

Secondly, —For registration to be of practical utility in a 
very large class of cases, it should be competent to the appli- 
cant to establish and have his title placed on the Register for a 
limited antecedent period only, without being required to prove 
; it for the full period of sixty years. The great majority of 
titles cannot be proved for sixty years without much expense 
and difficulty, and in many cases there would be no adequate 
advantage in doing it. Your petitioners would venture to sug- 
gest that titles commencing with an instrument less than sixty 
years old should be allowed to be registered valeant quantum. 
Persons selling under titles thus registered might provide by a 
condition of sale against being called on to produce the earlier 
title; and after the lapse of sixty years from the registered 
root of title such a condition would become unnecessary, the 
title itself having become indefeasible by lapse of time. 

Thirdly,—Your petitioners believe that the chief difficulty 
in the way of an efficient system of registration consists in the 
complexity of the various interests in which, from the freedom 
of disposition wisely allowed by our law, landed property is 
held. They are convinced that any scheme which shall 
attempt to record, as a permanent notice to affect further pur- 
chases, all the estates and rights, both legal and equitable, 
attaching on the property, and to trace their devolution, will 
impose on the Court of Kegistrars very onerous, if not imprac- 
ticable, duties, encumber the Register with unnecessarily 
voluminous and complicated records, and inflict enormous and 
unnecessary expense on the owners. 

‘To obviate which difficulties, your petitioners beg your Lord- 
ships’ permission to suggest the following plan:— 

a. That there should be a principal Register, in which every 
person or number of persons competent to transfer the fee, 
whether as absolute owners or donees of powers of sale, should 
be registered. This, in cases where the land is totally unen- 
cumbered and unaffected by any other interests than that of 
the absolute owner or owners, would be the only register 
which would concern an intending purchaser or mortgagee; 
and he should be entitled to assume the case to be so, unless 
he found on such principal Registera reference to either or 
both of the hereinafter-mentioned lease and supplemental 
registers. 

b. That a separate register should be kept of leases, except 
occupation leases for terms not exceeding twenty-one years, 
Building leases for ninety-nine years, and the long leasehold 
tenures prevalent in Oxfordshire and other districts, are sube 
ject to as many dealings during their continuance as fees sim- 
ple during the same period, and should therefore be regis- 
tered; and for the sake of keeping the title of the leaseholder 
separate from that of the freeholder, the register of leases 
should be a distinct and separate one, and an intending pur. 
chaser or mortgagee of a lease so registered should be en- 
titled to deem it unencumbered and unaffected by any sub- 
dealings, unless he found on such lease register 4 reference to 
the following supplemental register. 

c. That there should be a third or supplemental register, on 
which notice of all incumbrances, and of every instrument 
affecting the title short of actually transferring the fee or lease, 
should be registered, and the original, or a copy, of every in- 
strument creating an incumbrance or affecting the title, should 
be deposited in the registry. This register would only require 
to be searched when a reference to it was found upon either of 
the principal or lease register: 
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d. That the registered owner or owners should be competent 
and at liberty to dispose of the fee or lease, subject to the in- 
cumbrances and interests, if any, referred to in the principal 
or lease register, and registered in the supplemental register. 

e. That upon the Registrar, or the Court in case of difficulty, 
being satisfied of the payment off or determination of any in- 
cumbrance or interest registered in such supplemental re- 
gister, the registration of such incumbrance or interest, and 
also the reference to it ou the principal or lease register, 
should he cancelled, or marked “ satisfied,” as in the case of 
the satisfaction of judgments registered in tho Common Pleas 
Office, and that on such cancellation of the reference, or entry 
of satisfaction thereon, such incumbrance or interest should be 
treated and considered as if it had never existed. 

Fourthly,—Your petitioners humbly submit that it is essen- 
tial to the general adoption throughout the country of any 
registration scheme that local registries should be established. 
To compel proprietors and their solicitors either to travel to 
London, first to get their titles registered, and then to record 
the transactions to be effected, or to leave these matters to be 
transacted by London agents, would be a very great hardship. 
It would tend to an injurious system of centralization, and would 
in practice greatly increase the cost. 

Fifthly and lastly—Your petitioners are anxious to repre- 
sent to your Lordships that if any of the proposed systems of 
registration of title should be adopted, the professional emolu- 
ments of solicitors would in all probability be prejudicially 
affected thereby ; and your petitioners most respectfully venture 
to ask that they may now have the opportunity of submitting 
their interests to the Legislature, in order that this subject, 
which involves the prospects and even social status of your 
petitioners’ branch of the legal profession (now numbering 
over 10,000 individuals), may be considered and dealt with, at 
the same time and in connection with the principal measure by 
which the same may be so affected. 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that your Lordships’ 
Right Honourable House will be pleased not to pass any 
measure for registration of titles or assurances without 
providing for the several points herein respectfully submitted 
to your Lordships’ consideration, and which are shortly as 
follows :— 

That registration should be optional. 

That power should be given to register and establish titles 
from a limited period. 

That only persons competent to convey, and not the owners 
of all the varied estates and interests in the property, should 
be on the principal register. 

That there should also be a separate registcr of beneficial 
leases, which should be referred to by the principal register, 
and a supplemental register of instruments affecting the fee or 
lease, which should be referred to by the principal and lease 
registers—the registered owner being able to dispose of the fee 
or lease, subject to the registered incumbrances, and there 
being means of relieving the register of satisfied interests and 
incumbrances. 

rien the registries should not be exclusively metropolitan; 
an 

That the remuneration of solicitors for matters connected 
with the new system should be considered and fixed by Parlia- 
ment, at the same time with the registraticn measure itself. 


The petition is signed by Mr. J. S. Torr, the chair- 
man, and Mr. Philip Rickman, the secretary of the 
Association. 


Tue Court or Queren’s Bencu ‘Srrrines for and 
after Easter Term are as follows:—In Middlesex, 
in term—Wednesday, April 16, Monday, 28, and 
Monday, May 5, for undefended causes only. The 
sittings in London in term are Friday, April 25, and 
Friday, ag After term, the Court will sit in Mid- 
dlesex on Wednesday, May 14; and in London on 
Saturday, May 17. Special juries will be tried in 
London at the sittings after term.—The Court of Com- 
mon Pleas will sit in term in Middlesex on Wednesday, 
April 16, and Monday, April 28; and in term in 
London on Friday, April 25, and Friday, May 2. The 
Court will sit after term in Middlesex on Wednesday, 
May 14, and in London on Saturday, May 17.—The 
Court of Exchequer will sit in term in Middlesex on 
Wednesday, April 16, Monday, April 28, and Monday, 
wooed and in term in London on Friday, April 25, 

Friday, May 2. After term the Court will sit in 





Middlesex on Wednesday, May 14, and in London on 


Saturday, May 17. The respective courts will sit 
during and after term at ten o'clock. The causes in 
the lists of the Courts of Queen's Bench and Common 
Pleas for each of the sitting days in term, if not dis- 
posed of on those days, will be tried by adjournment 
on the days following each of such sitting days. The 
Court of Se rocntetn will sit in Middlesex at Nisi Prius 
in term by adjournment from day to day until the 
causes entered for the respective Middlesex sittings are 
disposed of. 


Mr. J. E. S. Laxxis, additional sessions judge of 
Hooghly, has been appointed to be also additional civil 
judge of that district. 


Mr. H. W. Paynes, officiating judge of the Court of 
Small Causes in Calcutta, has been appointed a judge of 
that court. 


Tre Lorp Cuancetzor has appointed the Hon R. 
Bethell, his Lordship's eldest son, and Mr. Brougham, a 
son of the late Master Brougham, and nephew of Lord 
Brougham, Registrars of the Court of Bankruptcy, 
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COUNSEL AND CLIENT.—KENNEDY v. BROUN 
AND WIFE. 

The Swinfen Romance has entered on a new phase, 
which may be commended to Mr. Wilkie Collins, Mr. 
Anthony Trollope, or other purveyors to the public 
taste for the dramatic and marvellous. The great drama 
of Swinfen v. Swinfen having closed, the curtain rises 
on a subordinate performance of nearly equal merit (in 
an artistic point of view), and of even greater interest to 
a legal audience. Mrs. Swinfen is once more a defend- 
ant, but the plaintiff on the present occasion, instead of 
being a hard-hearted heir-at-law, is no one else than 
that lady’s former counsel, Mr. Charles Rann Kennedy. 
Mrs. Swinfen that was, Mrs. Broun that is, now appears 
in a somewhat less exalted character than when she 
took the public by storm as the heroine in the preceding 

rformance of Swinfen v. Swinfen. The “serpent of 

winfen” is the complimentary term now bestowed on 
his late client by Mr. Kennedy, who naively confesses 
that he had “converted a scullery-maid into a heroine, 
and made an idol of clay which has fallen to pieces.” 
Well was it said, we know what we are, but know not 
what we shall be. Mr. Kennedy’s present abuse of his 
former client is probably as exaggerated and untrust- 
worthy as was his poetical description of her 
unbounded virtues and merits, and his charges have been 
made in so hasty, intemperate, and fierce a spirit of ran- 
cour that he will probably be forced to recant them, as 
he has already recanted the charges so vehemently urged 
by him some time ago against Mr. Justice Cresswell and 
Lord Chelmsford. 

A few days since at the late assizes at Warwick an 
action was tried in which Mr, Kennedy sought to recover 
against his late client (now Mrs. Broun) and her husband 
the‘enormous sum of £20,000, as alleged, on an “ account 
stated”—in plain words, for professional services pon pe 
to have been rendered by him to Mrs. Swinfen, as 
the sum agreed on between them as the stipulated price. 
The defendants pleaded, first, no such account ; second, 
maintenance ; third, illegal acting by Mr. Kennedy as 
attorney and solicitor. The jury found for the plaintiff 
for the whole of his claim. We now propose to presentan 
outline of Mr. Kennedy’s case as stated by himself in 
giving evidence, premising only that this being a trial 
on circuit, no authentic report is yet accessible, and we 
are, therefore, obliged to pick our way as we can rth 
the newspaper reports, which leave the reader in the 
dark on many points. 


For the purpose of the present discussion, we shall 
assume that Mr. Kennedy is entitled to the benefit (such 
as it is) of the verdict in his favour. We apprehend, 
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however, that it amounts merely to a finding of the jury, 
on what grounds we confess ourselves unable to discover, 
that there was, in fact, the agreement alleged by the 

laintiff. The case cannot be regarded as yet closed, 
or it appears that the defendants at law, on the 15th 
March last, filed their bill in the Court of Chancery 
for an injunction to restrain the action and to obtain 
the cancellation of a deed dated in May, 1859, and 
executed by Mrs. Swinfen, conveying to Mr. Kennedy 
the reversion of the Swinfen estates. Whether Mr. 
Kennedy actually claims both the £20,000 down 
and also the reversion of the estate is not stated 
distinctly, but it would seem that he does insist that 
such are his strict rights, for on the trial he offered to 
accept the reversion alone as payment for his services, 
upon certain terms, of course, favourable to himself, 
and which were not accepted. 

It cannot be said that Mr. Kennedy's estimate of his 
services to Mrs. Swinfen is particularly modest. We 
have heard that the late Lord Truro, in:the height of 
his fame as an advocate, was content in Small v. Attwood 
—a case involving several hundred thousands, and to 
which he devoted very many laborious months—to receive 
£10,000, and this we believe to be the largest fee ever 
received by an English advocate. his was a 
fee earned fairly, legitimately, not by irregular 
treaty and solicitation, but paid in the ordi- 
nary way through a solicitor acting honestly and 
zealously for his client’s interests. Very different 
is the case set up by Mr. Kennedy. He alleges that he 
gave up a considerable local business to devote himself 
to advocating Mrs. Swinfen’s interests, and that it was 
from the first agreed on between Mrs. Swinfen and him- 
self that they, the counsel and the client, were, in the 
event of success, to share the estate. Very curious 
revelations are mysteriously hinted at by Mr. Kennedy, as 
capable of being made by him, ifhe so pleased, respecting 
the manner in which the great cause of Swinfenv. Swinfen 
was gained by Mrs. Swinfen (by Mr. Kennedy and Mrs. 
Swinfen, we should say); but as Mr. Kennedy only 

artially raises the veil, we forbear to enter into them. 

t is proved, however, by his own evidence—Mr. 
Kennedy on the present occasion being counsel and 
client, witness and examining barrister in one—that on 
embarking in the case of Swinfen v. Swinfen, he in- 
sisted on and had conceded to him the power of nominating 
counsel—his juniors, we presume ; assumed the control 
of all the proceedings both at law and in equity, ad- 
vised but took no advice ; instructed everybody—client, 
solicitor, and even the witnesses—as to what should be 
done, said, and avoided ; and was also himself reporter, 
publisher, and colporteur, all in one. 

Mr. Kennedy conceives that in thus acting he was not 
transgressing the functions of counsel. We differ from 
him. Not the least important of the functions he 
assumed to perform are exactly those for which solicitors 
are the recognised agents, and we conceive Mr. Kennedy 
did not more transgress the limits of a barrister’s duty 
than infringe on the clearest rights of that body. 

It is not the least remarkable part of this extra- 
ordinary case that Mr. Kennedy received no less than 
£710 in fees from the solicitors who were nominally 
employed. This would seem in itself a fair remunera- 
tion even for such services as Mr. Kennedy's. But this 
was not his own view of his merits. First (he says), 
Mrs. Swinten, in fulfilment of the alleged bargain, 
— him £20,000, which, however, he was so far 

m accepting that it was followed up by a request from 
Mr. Kennedy to have a mortgage, and then he proposed a 
deed of gift of the reversion of the Swinfen estate, ob- 
jecting that a will (which it would seem Mrs. Swinfen 
had actually made in his favour) was no security. ‘To 
this bargain, he alleges, Mrs. Swinfen acceded, which is 
denied by her, and we have no intention on the present 
occasion of discussing on which side truth and proba- 
bility lies. But on Mr. Kennedy's own showing, he 
repeatedly solicited a conveyance by deed of the very 








property his advocacy gained for his client, prepared the 
draft of one himself, cod this deed Mrs. Swinfen actually 
executed in May, 1859. It isdueto Mr. Kennedy to say 
that this instrument seems, if we may trust the newspa 
reports, to have been perused by a solicitor orotate 
to act for Mrs. Swinfen, and that it was not epeseind 
by her till after her second marriage. But this we 
think of little consequence as affecting its validity. 
How Mr. Kennedy reconciles his claim to the estate, 
and also to the £20,000, nowhere appears. 

If Mr. Kennedy really agreed to conduct a long 
litigation on the express terms of dividing the estate at 
its successful close, such an ment seems to fall 
completely within the principle of the old rules against 
maintenance and champerty; and the present litigation, 
like Reynell v. Sprye (1 D. M.& G. 660), tends to show 
that there may be more good sense in those half-obsolete 
rules than the hater of technicalities is in general 
willing to concede. At all events, there can be no 
doubt that, mrp or wrongly Mrs. Swinfen was 
principally induced to prolong the litigation by the ad- 
vice ot her counsel, solicitor, and friend, and Mr. Ken- 
nedy must have almost as exalted an opinion of his 
virtue as of his merits, if he sup his conduct 
could have been wholly ceubifinenead "by the hope of 
dividing the estate with the successful litigant. 

The issue raised by the third plea that Mr. Kennedy 
illegally acted as attorney and solicitor is of even greater 
importance to the legal profession, especially bearing in 
mind the bargain made by him with his client. 

It is admitted by Mr. Keueay himself that he per- 
formed, in the progress of the cause of Swinfen v. Swin- 
fen, various acts which are, to say the least, ordinarily 
and properly performed by a solicitor—that he assumed 
the power of nominating counsel, had interviews with 
witnesses, gave instructions instead of receiving them for 
the whole conduct of the cause. Such an assumption is 
utterly opposed to the practice of the Bar, and we 
find it difficult to understand how any solicitor can have 
submitted to have had the management of the cause (for 
which the solicitor was solely responsible) taken com- 
pletely out of his hands. 

The magnitude and importance of the stake to the 
client can make no difference in the respective rights 
and duties of the barrister and solicitor, and the present 
litigation affords a most striking example of the evils 
resulting from a mee from the rules which oe 
the practice of the Bar. That a counsel cannot advocate 
a cause, receive a brief, or even advise on a case, 
through the intervention of a solicitor, is clear ; 
and although attempts have now and then been made to 
bring about a relaxation of this rule, we are not aware 
that any change in this respect is viewed with any favour 
by the Bar. Such ch is wholly uncalled for, and 
the rule should be firmly upheld in all its integrity. 
The rule is for the honour of the Bar, as well as 
the security of the solicitor, and to prevent impo- 
sition on the client. The suitor is the solicitor’s client ; 
but we apprehend that the solicitor, and not the suitor, 
is the client of the counsel. 

The suitor is protected against his solicitor by strin- 
gent rules of law, and by the power of taxing his bills : 
the counsel receives his fee through the intervention 
of the attorney, and the counsel’s fee (of the amount 
of which the attorney is the judge) forms part of the 
attorney's bill; the client therefore is equally protected 
against any extortion or undue influence on the part 
of his counsel. If, however, counsel were 
without the intervention of a solicitor to see clients in 
person, in defiance of the rules of the profession and the 
practice of the Bar, and to make bargains for advocating 
their clients’ interests (which we conceive it is the dat 
of counsel, if required, to render without any fee at all}, 
there are no limits to the extent to which a client’s con- 
fidence may be abused. 

It was said, indeed, by the Queen's Bench in one case 
(Veitch v. Russell, 3 Q. B. 928) that a counsel may, if 
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he pleases, make a bargain with his client. We venture 
to think this dictum requires to be reconsidered, that it 
rests on a mistaken view of a counsel’s duties, and is 
inconsistent with public policy and the honour of the 
Bar. But be this as it may, the dictum by no means 
implies that any such bargains can be made directly 
with the suitor; it assumes that the bargain will be 
made through and with the solicitor, and unless it were 
so, a decision ¢pparently so contrary to the plainest 
rights of solicitors personally to intervene in all cases 
between counsel and client would be difficult to main- 
tain. We regret the opinion expressed by the Queen’s 
Bench, and deny the necessity of carrying it a step 
further. Nor could the worst enemy of the Bar devise 
a scheme more destructive of all that constitutes the 
dignity of the profession than one which should turn 
the ‘‘honorarium,” or voluntary payment for services 
rendered, into an instrument of extortion,and oppression. 

Mr. Kennedy, of course, repudiates any notion of 

undue influence, and indeed goes so far as to assert that 
Mrs. Swinfen had as strong a mind as his own, and that 
he was more under her influence than she under his. It 
may be so. But we apprehend that the necessary re- 
sult of the confidential relation of counsel and client 
does, in fact, constitute ‘ undue influence,” or “ construc- 
tive fraud,” in the sense of invalidating all gifts made by 
the client to his counsel pending the existence of that.re- 
lation, cr while the influence resulting can be reasonably 
presumed toexist. Whether undue influence existed or 
not in fact, it will be presumed by the Court of Chancery. 
The case of Segrave y. Kirwan, Beatty 157, (where a 
barrister drew a will for a friend and was made execu- 
tor, in which character he, by the then existing laws, 
became entitled to the undisposed of residue,:but was 
held to be trustee for the next of kin) at all events, 
shows that the rule as to “constructive fraud ” applies 
as between counsel and client. It isto the honour of the 
Bar that hardly any such cases are to be found in the 
reports, but we cannot conceive that there can be any 
doubt as to the principle. Lord Cottenham, in Dent v. 
Bennett, 4M. & C. 269, expressly said, “I will not 
narrow the rule or run the risk of in any degree fetter- 
ing the exercise of the beneficial jurisdiction of this 
Court by any enumeration of the description of persons 
against whom it ought to be most freely used.” And 
against whom could the rule with more propriety be 
directed than a counsel, who not only avails himself of 
his influence as such, but adds thereto the influence 
necessarily arising from a relation, which if not that 
ofa solicitor o: attorney, is hardly distinguishable 
from it. 
». The great head of “constructive fraud” in equity 
jurisprudence, which has defeated so many fraudulent 
schemes of unscrupulous men to enrich themselves at 
the expense of others, does not depend on any technical 
rule. It has been found powerful enough to reach not 
only solicitors taking undue advantage of their con- 
fidential relation to their clients, but medical men 
acting on the weaknesses of their patients, spiritual 
directors ayailing themselves of the subjection or 
superstitious terrors of their devotees, guardians bar: 
gaining with their wards, trustees enriching themselves 
at the expense of the trust, and parents obtaining advan- 
tages at the expense of their children. Shall it be said 
that counsel are alone exempted from the operation of 
this salutary rule, and are to be suffered, under the 
name of professional remuneration, to extort gifts from 
their clients by virtue of the influence which that con- 
fidential relation has alone produced ? 

Whatever be the law of the. case, of the unprofes- 
sional and extraordinary conduct of Mr. Kennedy there 
ean be but oneopinion. It deserves, and will, no doubt, 
ebtain, the marked attention of all who wish to see the 
Bar retain the respect of solicitors, their clients, and the 
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LAND TRANSFER SCHEMES. 
CAUTIONS, 

Our readers will remember that in considering the sections 
of the Bill which relate to caveats, we suggested certain ques- 
tions whether they would restrain, or were intended to restrain, 
dealings with land already registered, as well as the first regis- 
tration of land, which was the purpose to which they seemed 
primarily and most cloarly to relate. When we consider the 
provisions of the Bill which relate to cautions, it seems that 
they will not be applicable to afford the protection which it 

d tous r ble to effect by means of caveats. The 
Bill enacts that any person interested under any instrument 
entered on the register, other than an instrument of which an 
official note has been made on the Record of Title, or interested 
under an agreement or otherwise, howsoever, in any land or 
charge registered in the name of any other party, may lodge 
a caution with the Registrar to the effect that no statutory 
disposition of such land or charge be made until notice has 
been served upon the cautioner. We do not forget that by 
the 87th section an official note is to be made of “any deed 
or instrument in writing whatever, affecting registered land, or 
creating or affecting any estate, or interest therein;” and as 
these words clearly include any agreements in writing affecting 
the property, we conclude that cautions are not intended to be 
extensively applicable; indeed, it is a little difficult to under- 
stand the class of claimants who are to be benefited by them, 
for if a man were to make a parol agreement relating to land 
with a registered landowner, and to endeavour to create valid 
rights over the land, even if we ignore the difficulties suggested 
by the Statute of Frauds, we have to determine that it is clear 
that such an agreement would clearly not be matter for some 
official noting, as being a ‘‘ fact” which affected the land, 
If cautions are to be something in the nature of a distringas 
upon stock, and to be granted to and at the instance of 
simple contract creditors, or of the owners or possible owners of 
inchoate interests, we do not quite perceive the necessity of 
enabling persons with interests so remote, to affect the power 
of action by registered landowners, against whom there would 
be ample machinery for registering any direct, although merely 
contingent, equity, and who would be also amenable to the re- 
straint of the Court of Chancery, acting by the process of in- 
junction. The 111th section provides that “ the caution shall 
be supported by an affidavit,” stating the nature of the 
cautioner’s interest, and such other matters as may be required 
by the Registrar. After a caution has been lodged, the Regis- 
trar shall not register any statutory disposition of the land or 
charge until he has served notice on the cautioner, warning 
him that his caution will cease to have any effect after the ex- 
piration of twenty-one days next ensuing the date of the 
notice, and after the expiration of such term the caution is 
to cease, unless the Court of Chancery orders otherwise, and 
when the caution has so ceased, the land or charge is to be 
dealt with in the same manner as if no caution had been 
lodged. The 113th section provides that if before the expira- 
tion of the said term of twenty-one days the cautioner, or 
some other person on his behalf, appears before the Registrar, 
and enters into a bond, with sufficient security, conditioned to 
indemnify any party against any damage that may be sustained 
by reason of any disposition of the property being delayed, the 
Court of Chancery may thercupon, if it thinks fit so te do, 
make an order on the Registrar requiring him to delay 1egis- 
tering any disposition of the property for such further period 
as is mentioned in the order. 


No. VIL 





Where two or more cautions are lodged, with respect to the 
same land or charge, the cautioners are to have priority, ac- 
cording to the dates of their cautions, and not according to th® 
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dates of the respective creations of their claims. Excepting 
that the word “caution ’’ is substituted for the word “ éaveat,” 
the 115th section is identical with the 37th, but under the 
115th section the compensation to be obtained by the registered 
landowners for a caution lodged without reasonable cause 
will probably be larger in amount than the compensation 


afforded by the 37th section in respect of the entry of 


malicious caveats, inasmuch as there seems to be no provision 
in the Bill (as there is in the 38th section, with reference to 
caveats), that cautions shall not prejudice the claim or title 
of any person, and shall have no effect whatever, except to 
entitle the cautioner (é. ¢, a person who enters a caution, 
properly so-called) to receive notice of any application to 
register. A caution will prevent a landowner from dealing 
with his land or charge, for twenty-one days, whereas a caveat 
only delays the application for registration for ten days. 


INJUNCTIONS. 

The jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery by injunction is 
extended to embrace applications to restrain statutory dispo- 
sitions of land, but the Registrar is, without being necessarily 
a party to the proceedings, to obey any order made by the 
Court. The practice upon injunctions under the Bill is not 
detailed, but we presume that it will be similar to that which 
obtains at present. There does not seem to be any jurisdiction 
given to the courts of common law to issue injunctions, and, 
indeed, it seems that the principle of the measure is to create 
an exclusive jurisdiction in the Court of Chancery, except in 
the case of penal matters. Injunctions to restrain or modify 
the intended action of opposing claimants, or of the Registrar, 
will probably not be often sought for, inasmuch as there will 
always be an opportunity of taking the opinion of a judge in 
chambers with less expense and delay, but the jurisdiction 
seems necessary to afford the means to creditors and others 
having personal claims upon the registered landowners, of pre- 
venting the creation by such persons of indefeasible titles, in 
third persons malé fide, to the detriment of the applicants. 
‘The 118th section saves the existing jurisdiction of the Court 
of Chancery in cases of actual fraud, And under this juris- 
diction we presume that any transaction, however it might 
profess to be guaranteed by statutory indefeasibility, would be 
impenchable if there were any fraud, according to the technical 
sense of the term. 


COMPENSATION TO PERSONS INJURED BY REGISTRATION OF 
Lanpbs. 

If a person who claims to be interested in property which 
has been sold under’a judicial sale, has been prejudiced, we 
have already seen that his remedy is barred as to the land, and 
is confined to the purchase-money, if any, remaining in court. 
If the. words “under. the direction of the Court of Chan- 
cery,” in the 119th section, are tobe interpreted to apply to 
the case of a registration under any other method, and the ap- 
plication is in the course of proceedings referred to, and ulti- 
mately settled upon the occurrence of some doubt or question, 
by the Court of Chancery, there would be some difficulty in 
' putting a consistent meaning on several sections of the Bill 
which have hitherto appeared to us to relate to the same sub- 
ject matter, and to be intended to be read and applied together. 
We apprehend, however, that the 119th section is intended to 
give a remedy over against the consolidated fund in the case of 
a sale’ under a Parliamentary Title. It is not necessary to 
detain the reader by any detailed mention of the method of 
working out claims made by prejudiced persons. The machi- 
nery created by the Lands Clauses Act is to be put in motion, 
and the application is to be made by petition, and the Regis- 
trar is to be the réspondent, and is to be deemed to have pur- 








chased the land in question for valuable consideration at the 
time when the land was registered without notice. We pre- 
sume that the two words “without notice” are intended to’be 
interpreted as if they had come next after the word “ consi- 
deration;”’ as the words stand, there seems to be a little room 
for ambiguity. 

FRAUD. 

We have seen already that the existing jarisdiction of the 
Court of Chancery on the ground of actual fraud is extended 
to the new field created by Lord Westbary’s Bill. By the 
124th section, if proceedings have been successfully takén by 
any prejudiced claimant to recover compensation out of the 
Consolidated Fund, and such compensation became payable 
directly or indirectly by the deceit, negligence, or fraud of any 
person, such person is made a debtor to the Crown for the amount 
of such compensation, and the costs, charges, and expenses 
but this liability is not to relieve the offending individual from 
any penal consequences which he might also have to submit 
to by reason of the act or default of which he has been guilty , 
being a felony or other criminal offence. The 125th section 
contains provisions defining offences, and the punishments which 
are to be inflicted upon offenders committing them; and the 
126th section enacts that conviction under penal proceedings 
shall not affect any legal or equitable remedy on the part of 
persons aggrieved against persons offending. We have already 
made some observations upon the construction of the 126th 
section read with the 119th, and it seems sufficient in this place 
to remark that we imagine that the legal remedies saved by 
the former section are remedies in personam and not in rem, 
inasmuch as the Court of Chancery seems to have a jurisdiction 
expressly defined and adapted to the circumstances which, 
under the new scheme, will give occasion for judicial cognizance 
of any wrong-doing or breach of contract, so fur as it may 
affect the status of the land; and it may be argued that, 
according to a well recognised principal of determination, the 
express creation of a special jurisdiction in a certain court over 
a new field is inconsistent with the assertion of a similar 
jurisdiction by other courts by implication. 


Orrice oF LAND Recistrr, Powers or Court oF CHANCERY, 
AND MISCELLANEOUS. 

Our readers will remember that Sir H. Cairns provided for 
the establishment of a new court with an independent and 
special jurisdiction, and with duties which were necessarily 
novel. It will also be remembered that several gentlemen in 
the House of Commons based their objections to his scheme 
as much on the financial point of unnecessary expenditure as 
Upon any other ground. Sir H. Cairns probably thought that 
ifany land transfer scheme became law, and was acceptable. to 
the public, even though such scheme dealt principally or only 
with legal interests, the amount and importance of the work to 
be done would justify the institution of a separate judicature, and 
the payment of judicial functionaries by salaries which were not 
very different in amount from the average income of able con- 
veyancing barristers. We apprehend that Lord Westbury has 
not forgotten the financial objections which were propoun ed 
to Sir H. Cairns’ Bill, Although, however, every one will 
admit that the Lord Chancellor’s method of transplanting all 
judicial questions into the Court of Chancery enables him to 
avoid expenses which would be necessarily incidental to the 
creation of a new court, it will not be forgotton that he gives 
himself the power of appointing such new or additional clerks 
as may seem necessary for enabling’ the judges in auiech 
duly to execute their new duties, and that such additi 
clerks ate to receive such salary as the Lord Chancellor may 
think proper. The Registrar is to be appointed by the Queen 
by letters patent, and is to hold office during good behaviour, 





414 THE SOLICIIORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. _Aprit 5, 1862. 


There are to be Assistant Registrars (not to exceed three in 
number), and such examiners of title, clerks, messengers, and 
servants as the Lord Chancellor may determine, with the con- 
reat of the Treasury. The Registrar's salary is to be £2,500 
perannum. The salries of the other officials are to be deter- 
mined by the Lord Chancellor, with the consent of the Coim- 
missioners of the Treasury. We do not imagine that there 
can be any serious objection to the amount of the Registrar's 
salary on the score of extravagance. Our own impression, 
certainly, is that it is too low to attract the ambition of such 
& gentleman as would be properly competent to organize the 
new system; for it must be remembered that in our reading of 
the Lord Chancellor’s Bill it seems absolutely necessary that 
the machinery of registration should work perfectly in every 
particular. If any of the earlier applicants for registration 
have, by reason of the incompetency of the public officials, to 
pay for chancery suits, which are to be leading cases to settle the 
precise doctrines or practice in a new system of jurisprudence, the 
public will not receive with any favour a scheme which will 
be self-condemned almost as soon as it has become capable of 
operation,—and we must affirm that in our humble judgment 
it would be a wise economy if there had been a new court, 
with a distinct jurisdiction, presided over by a judge, whose 
position and salary would have made his office an object of 
ambition to one of the ablest conveyancers in the profession. 
It seems a little strange that the salary of the public steward, 
and adviser and guide of every registered landowner in the 
country, should be fixed at a lower amount than the annual 
per centage which many private stewards are obtaining in 
what we may term the open labour market, for the stewardship 
of a single large family estate, where such stewardship does 
not entail any public responsibility, nor probably a tenth part 
of the labour which must be performed by an official who will 
have no vacation, because registered landowners must always 
have the right to buy and sell, and to marry and give in mar- 
riage, and to deal with their land instantly as and if they wish 
to do so, 
GENERAL PRoOvISIONS. 

No change is to be made in the registered description of land 
(save on a transfer of part of it) without the order of a judge 
in the Court of Chancery. This provision scems necessary, 
in order to render the public registers true maps and records, 
but it seems rather unduly expensive to require judicial sanction 
to the alteration of parcels in all the deeds and registers when- 
ever a landowner, for instance, throws a few old inclosures into 
large open fields, or corrects irregularities in the line of a 
fence ; and it would appear safe to entrust the power of changing 
the registered description of lands to the Registrar, who, we 
imagine, could, as the Bill stands, refer any difficulty to 
the decision of a judge. We have already commented upon 
the subject matter of the 135th and four following sections. 
The 140th section provides imperatively that all applications 
to the Registrar in respect of any entry or alteration to be made 
in the Register, or in respect of the registration of any instru- 
ment on the Register of Assurances, shall be made by a solici- 
ter; and the Registrar, with the sanction of the Lord Chancellor, 
is to frame forms of applications and of directions, and also of 
instruments, as he may deem requisite or expedient, for facili- 
tating proceedings under the Bill. The language ofthis section 
extends to prohibit the appearance of articled or other clerks 
before the Registrar; it will also prohibit the practising before 
him either of land agents or of barristers. It will be for the 
Legislature to determine whether registered landowners ought 
to be deprived of the power of instructing surveyors and land 
stewards to attend ata public office to explain to the public 
steward the exact nature of local alterations in land, which, 

very probably, could not be made thoroughly or at all intelli- 





gible by either London or country solicitors; and with respect 
to the employment of barristers for tho purpose of making or 
attending applications to the Registrar, in respect of any entry 
or alteration to be made in the Register, or in respect of the 
registration of any instrument, the Legislature will have to 
determine whether it is expedient to deprive landowners and 
also their solicitors of the professional skill of the persons who 
would, from their experience and peculiar training, be best 
fitted to explain those questions and principles to the Registrar 
which, without such assistance, he would, in self defence, often 
refer to a judge of the Court of Chancery. It may probably be 
considered as a question of the balance of expense and expe- 
diency between the cost, on the one hand, of barristers’ fees in 
preliminary proceedings, which, because they had been attended 
by counsel, would also become final proceedings, and the cost, 
on the other hand, of proceedings, which, because they had not 
been so attended, would only be prelimary to public litigation 
in Chancery suits. 

In order to enable the Registrar to communicate with every 
person who is interested in registered land, or who is entitled 
to any notice of intended dealings with it, a place of address 
of every such person is to be given to the Registrar. By the 
148rd_ section power is given to that officer, with the sanction 
of the Lord Chancellor, to frame General Orders for regulating 
the manner of registering land, the examination of titles, the 
transfer, transmission, and withdrawal of official notes and cau- 
tions, the keeping of registers of title and assurances, and gene- 
rally for the due execution of the provisions of the Act, and 
for giving effect to the objects thereof. Under the 138th section the 
Lord Chancellor, with the assistance of two of the judges of 
the Court of Chancery, has power to make General Orders for 
the purpose, amongst others, of regulating the practice of the 
Court in respect of the matters of the Act; and it seems pos- 
sible, under a liberal construction of that power or of the power 
given to the Registrar, under the 143rd section, to make General 
Orders for giving effect ‘‘ to the objects” of the Act, to provide a 
remedy, or at least some modification, in any difficulty of proce- 
dure which may arise in putting the scheme presented by the Bill 
im operation. A change of principle, or an express enactment, 
would very probably not be attempted; but if the discretion be 
used for the purpose of modifying the forms of conveyances, or of 
permitting registered owners to express their meaning in statu- 
tory deeds, according to their private inclination, a number 
of difficulties which seem to be incident to the actual applica- 
tion of the proposed system will be obviated. Y. Z. 


a 


The Courts. 


WEST INDIAN INCUMBERED ESTATES COURT. 
(Before H. J. Sronor, Esq., Chief Commissioner. ) 


March 25, 27.—Re Daniel D. Donovan, Owner; Ex 
parte Charles Bennett, Petitioner—This was an objection 
taken by the owner to the order for sale of the Belmont 
Estate in the Island of Tortola, on the ground that the 
petitioner was not entitled to the incumbrance in respect of 
which the sale: was prayed. 


Mr. Humphrey, for the owner, in support of the objections. © 


Mr. Westlake, contra, for the petitioner, 

The circumstances of the case and the authorities cited ap- 
pear in the judgment. 

March 27.—The Cuter Commisstoner said, Daniel Dono- 
van, by his will, dated the 23rd day of March, 1801, after 
giving legacies of £2,000 to each of his sons or their attaining 
twenty-one years of age, and £3,000 to each of his daughters 
on their attaining that age, or being married, proceeds as fol- 
lows:—“ But I do hereby direct, re my will is, that the said 


several sums of £2,000 and £3,000 so payable to my said 
id, shall be 


two younger sons and three daughters as aforesaid, 
payable in manner following—that is to say, each of my said 
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sons and daughters shall, on their attaining either of those 
events hereinbefore limited, on the happening of which their 
said portions will respectively become payable, be entitled to 
receive only £500 of like sterling money, and the like sum of 
£500 sterling every year till their respective portions or sums 
of £2,000 o, £3,000 shall be wholly paid off and discharged; 
but I also direct that part of the said several sums which 
shall by virtue of this bequest remain unpaid, shall bear in- 
terest at the rate of £5 per centum per annum till the wliole is 
paid off. And my further will is, that if any or either of my 
said sons or daughters shall die without attaining any or 
either of those periods or events when and on which their 
several legacies or portions become respectively payable, or if 
they or any of them shall attain any or cither of such events 
or periods, but shall die without either a husband, a wife, or a 
child or children, lawfully begotten, him or her surviving, then 
and in every such case the portion or sum of money herein- 
before given and bequeathed to such son or daughter so dying, 
or such part or parts thereof as shall at such his or her death 
remain due and unpaid, shall go and sink into tlie residue of 
my estate, and be disposed of as hereinafter directed.” 

One of the daughters attained twenty-one, and died many 
years afterwards, having long survived the period appointed 
for the payment of the instalments of the legacy, but without 
having received payment of a considerable portion of it. The 
question raised by this objection is, whether the petitioner, who 
is her assignee, is entitled to the unpaid portion of the legacy, 
or whether, at her decease, it passed under the clause I have 
just read to the residuary legatee, who is also the heir-at-law 
of the testator. 

It appears by the following cases cited by Mr. Humphrey 
in support of the objection—viz., Gaskell v. Harman, 6 Ves. 
159, and 11 Ves, 489; Elwyn v. Elwyn, 8 Ves. 546; Bernard 
v. Montague, 1 Merivale 422; and Law v. Thompson, 4 Russ. 
192—that an intention on the part of a testator to make the 
absolute vesting of a legacy contingent on the accidental cir- 
cumstance of a legatee living to receive actual payment is 
“not to be collected unless clearly expressed” where there is 
no express direction for the payment prior to such contingency, 
and a fortiort where, as in the present casé, there is such an 
express direction. 

The questions in this case are, therefore—1st, whether there 
is reason to ascribe such an intention to the testator; and 2nd, 
whether, if tliere be reason to ascribe such an intention to him, 
he has so\clearly expressed it in his will as is required by the 
above authorities. , 

The direction in his will is this, that, in the eyents mentioned 
the legacy ‘ or'such part or parts thereof as shall remain due 
and unpaid,” shall fall into'the residue. 

Now, according to the 24th rule,laid; down by Mr, Jarman 
for the construction of wills, cited by Mr. Westlake, “a testa- 
tor is rather to be presumed to calculate on the dispositions in 
his will taking effect than the contrary ;” and I will venture to 
add, upon the direvtions of his will being duly and implicitly 
followed, and.in the; present case, I think that the testator 
must be held to have contemplated the punctual payment of 
the legacies by the instalments he directed, and that in the 
clause now in question he therefore only disposed of the 
legacy in the event of no part having become due and paid, or 
in the event of part having become due and paid of such part 
a6 shall remain due and unpaid, according to the directions 
previously contained in his will, or to use the expression em- 
ployed by the testator in the clause as to interest, “ by virtue 
of this bequest,” assuming such directions and bequest to be 
faithfully complied with. ' 

’ This construction reconciles, the bequest, the direction for 
payment, and the clause giving the legacy over in, certain 
events; it prevents the monstrous inconvenience of the heir- 
at-law, who is also the residuary devisee, possibly becoming 
entitled to a fund through his own neglect or wrong in with- 
’ holding payment of the eens beyond the times prescribed 

by the testator, and is evidently most consistent with equity 
and common sense. , 

Assuming, however, but not admitting, that there are some 
groucds in the present case for ascribing the contrary intention 
to the testator, it follows, from what I have said, that, in my 
judgment, such an intention is not so clearly expressed as is 

uired by the cases cited. 

Upon these grounds I shall hold that the petitioner, as the 
assignee of the daughter, is entitled, to her legacy under the 
citcumstances of the case, and I shall overrule the objection 
which has been taken; but considering the obscurity of the 
will, I think that the owner is entitled to his costs of making 
this objection as rogards the construction of the will out of 





the estate. I shall also give him special leave as applied for 
to file another objection raising the question whether the 
legacy is now barred by the Statute of Limitations on the 
terms of his receiving no costs of that objection in any event; 
and in the event of his succeeding, paying the petitioner the 
costs of the objection now overruled. 


ASSIZES. 
Home Crrcoir. 
KINGSTON. 


March 31.—The commission was opened in this town to-day. 
There were above 70 causes entered fur trial, 28 of which were 
marked for special juries. 





OxrorD Circuit. 
MONMOUTH. 
March 27,—The commission was opened in this town to- 
day. There, were three causes. only entered for trial, two of 
which were marked for special juries. 


GLOUCESTER. A 

March 31.—The commission was opened in this city ery 
‘The cause list was very heavy, 31 causes being entered fi 
trial, four of which were marked for special juries, 

WESTERN CIRCUIT, 
BRISTOL. 

March 29.—The commission was opened in this city to-day. 
There were only 11 causes entered for trial, five of which were 
marked for special juries. 





COURT, OF BANKRUPTCY, 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Fane.) 

March 29.—In re the Distriet Savings Bank (Limited)io~ 
This was an adjourned meetirig for settling the list of contri- 
butories. 

Mr, Roxburgh stated that he was desired to place upon thé 
list certain gentlemen who had acted as the directors of the 
company, but whose names were not on the register, and who 
had not signed the articles of association. He stated that. 
the articles of association a director was bound to accept 
shares; and these gentlemen having consented to become 
directors, and having acted as directors of the company, were 
liable a8 contributories, they being aware of the nature of the 
qualification, namely, the holding of 300 shares. Upon this 
point the learned counsel. referred to the case of The Marquis 
of Abercorn in re the National Assurance and Investment 
Association, which was recently decided by the Master of the 
Rolls. He stated that the gentlemen had attended the board 
meetings of the directors, they had allowed their names to appear 
as directors, and had accepted fees as directors. The District 
Savings Bank was established in 1858, and took the business of 
the Life Assurance Treasury, which was formed in 1856—the 
agreement on behalf of the District Savings Bank being éutered 
into by the gentlemen whose names he was desired to place on 
the list. The Life Assurance Treasury was now being wour 
up in chancery. The whole of the business of the 
had, since 1860, been carried on by the directors. ie 

Mr. Cottrell, who appeared for two of the directors, _con- 
tended that the Marquis of Abercorn’s case had no sag eae 
The Bank of Deposit was formed under a previous Act of 
Parliament, and the Act of 1856 had 10 reference to it, 
learned counsel ‘proceeded to refer to the case of Ez parte 
house, 2 De G. & J. 69, and to the 19th section of the Joint Stock 
Companies Act, 1856, which provided that those persons only 
whose names appeared on the register, and those who ha 
signed the articles of association, st.ould be deemed to bé sha 
holders for the purposes of that A’ct; and the District Sa 
Bank was incorporated under that statute. There could | 
no such thing as.a constructive shareholder; and there was no 
evidence that the two gentlemen for whom he appeared were 
in fact duly appointed as directors. The present was indeed 
a very cool attempt to fix his clients as shareholders, and as 
such contributories. The Legistature had advisedly defined 
who was a shareholder, and that was the only question of to- 
day. oad of his clients were not upon the of 


0 
Judgment reserved, 
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(Before Mr. Commissioner Hotroyn.) 

April 1.—In re -Two debtors executed on the 2nd of 
February an inspectorship deed, under the 192nd section of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1861. The requisite amount of three- 
fourths in net value of the creditors having (as alleged) been 
obtained, the deed was registered on the 25th of February. 

Mr. Sargood, on behalf of a creditor who hai not executed 
the deed, appeared in support of a summons to examine the 
debtors and also the inspectors under the deed. He stated that 
the creditor for whom he appeared knew nothing of the deed, 
and he was desirous of ascertaining whether in point of fact 
three-fourths in number and value of the creditors had as- 
sented to the deed. 

Mr. Roxburgh took an objection. The creditor not having 
executed the deed, had no right to examine. If he doubted 
its validity he might proceed at law. 

Mr. Sargood.—The registration would be a bar. 

Mr. Roxburgh.—Oh no; it has been so decided. 

Mr. Sargood contended that great frauds would be com- 
mitted if creditors were not at liberty to examine their 
debtor, in order to ascertain that a deed had been duly 
executed. Debts might be created for the mere purpose of 
giving a majority. 

The Commissioner said the deed appeared to be duly 
executed, and an affidavit had been made by the debtors to 
that effect. 


Application refused. 








GUILDHALL POLICE COURT. 


March 29.—Mr. W. Peter Vesper Wallis, a highly-respect- 
able solicitor, of Portsmouth, was summoned before Alderman 
Rose to answer the charge of wilful and corrupt perjury, alleged 
to have been committed in an arbitration case in February last. 

It appeared that the defendant had acted as the professional 
adviser of the complainant, a draper, carrying on business at 
Portsmouth, up to the month of June, 1857. In September, 
1861, the defendant sued the complainant for the sum of £40. 
The complainant thereupon sued the defendant for the sum of 
£54 8s. These cross actions were afterwards referred to arbi- 
tration. The first item in the bill of particulars delivered by the 
complainant in his action was as follows:—* Paid for chance at 
ahorse rafile £20, to be equally divided between yourself, Mr. 
Blackwell, Mr. Harris, and self; having won your chance of 
the horse sold the same for £40 on the following conditions— 
taking in exchange two grey horses, viz., the poney for £20 
and the other horse for £10. Keeping horse for seven weeks, 
at a guinea a week, £7 7s., &c.” making up the £58 4s. When 
before the arbitrator the defendant emphatically denied that 
he was ever present at that raffle or at any horse raffle in his 
life, The result of that denial was that the arbitrator gave 
his award against the complainant. Upon that denial the pre- 
sent charge was founded. 


After hearing the evidence adduced on both sides 


Mr. Alderman Rose said he had gone very carefully and 
anxiously through the case, and he considered it a most impor- 
tant inquiry. He was bound to say, after nearly eight hours’ 
careful attention to the facts, that the conclusion he had come 
to was that the evidence did not support the charge, and 
although the nine witnesses for the prosecution would appear 
to have made out a strong case, their evidence was altogether 
so conflicting as to preclude the prospect of a conviction if sent 
before a jury for trial. Taking also into consideration the 
peculiar features of the complainant's bill of particulars, that 
he shifted the date from the 30th of October to the 16th of 
February, and his antecedents, he did not think his position in 
Portsmouth would suffer by the result of the cross actions. 
Under all the circumstances he felt bound to dismiss the sum- 
mons, and in doing so said the defendant would leave this court 
without the slightest imputation on his reputation, 


Mr. Ribton, who had several times offered to abandon these 
proceedings, even at the eleventh hour, if the defendant would 
admit that the nine witnesses had convinced him he was mis- 
taken in supposing he was not at the horse raffle, asked the 
magistrate to bind the prosecutor over to prosecute defendant 
for perjury at the Old Bailey sessions. 


The prosecutor and the witnesses were accordingly bound 
over to appear at the Old Bailey at the next sessions, 


a ome 








Parliament and Lzgislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Thursday, March 27. 
Cuanritaste Uses Act (1861) AMENDMENT BILL. 
This bill was read a second time. 


Friday, March 28. 
Lunacy Bru. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


Monday, March 31. 
CuarITABLE Uses Act AMENDMENT BILL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


—_— 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Thursday, March 27. 
Prosecutions Expenses BIL. 


This bill was postponed until after the Quarter Sessions had 
been held in different parts of the country. 


STIPENDIARY MAGISTRATES, 
Mr. H. B. SHERIDAN moved for leave to bring in a bill to 
facilitate the appointment of stipendiary magistrates in cities, 
towns, and boroughs, of 25,000 inhabitants and upwards. 


Leave given. 

Friday, March 28. 
ProsEcutions ExPEenseEs BILi, 

Mr. Hunt gave notice that on the 8th of April he would 
move for the appointment of a select committee to inquire into 
the present system of payment for prosecutions, with a view to 
ascertain whether it was desirable that any alteration should 
be made in the rates. 


Monday, March 31. 
Coprricut (Works or ArT) BLL. 
This bill was read a third time and passed. 


Mercuanr SHrprinc Act AMENDMENT BIL. 
This bill was read a second time, upon the understanding 
that opportunity would be afforded for discussing its provisions 
on the motion for going into committee. 


Haspeas Corpus (Cotontes) Bix. 
This bill was read a second time. 


Wednesday, April 2. 
Inns oF Court GovVERNUENT Butt, .' 
The second reading of this bill was postponed until after the 
Easter recess. 


Law oF Property AMENDMENT BILL. 

The house having gone into committee on this bill, 

The SoLicrroR-GENERAL objected to the first clause, because 
it would prevent a vendor ever knowing whether he possessed 
a title to his property or not. .The pronoun “he” had a re- 
ference, with regard to constructive notices, to purchaser, 
mortgagee, solicitor, or agent, which was uncertain, ambiguous, 
and indefinite. The latter part gave priority to a subsequent 
purchaser, who accidentally acquired the legal estate against 
the prior holder of the equitable estate, unless in the case of 
fraud or negligence; and he (the Solicitor-General) moved an 
amendment containing an exception to the provision. 

Mr. MAtins said the subject was so abstruse that he thought 
the committee would get into a difficulty unless the amendment 
were printed for mature consideration. 

Sir F. Keity said the words objected to were introduced 
in the bill of Lord St. Leonards with the approbation of the 
Lord Chancellor. He thought the criticism of the Solicitor- 
General was misplaced, and that the addition to the clause would 
be eminextly serviceable in protecting a purchaser or mortgagee 
who had found money after his legal advisers had investigated 
the circumstances of the purchase or security, and reported tha t 
the transaction was a safe one, against the claim of a former 
mortgagee who had neglected to give a proper or a constructive 
notice of his claim. This bill, he contended, would effect an 
improvement in the law of the greatest possible value to the 

ublic, 
4 Sir F. Gotpsmip said that if the amendment of the Solicitor- 
General should not be adopted he should move the rejection of 
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the clause. He believed this bill would unsettle rather than 
settle the law. The bill would not prevent frand in the sale 
of estates upon which an equitable charge had been fixed. He 
contended that the law as it now stood was definite and easily 
understood, and the present bill, if it were to pass, would only 
have the effect of multiplying chancery cases. 

Mr.. MacponoGu said the bill came down from the House 
of Lords commended by the highest anthority. 
tho bill was to protect purchasers for valuable consideration, 
and to produve such a bill Lord St. Leonards said had been the 
object of his life. This bill, therefore, had been proposed by 
that noble and learned lord, and it would assimilate the prac- 
tice in equity to that inlaw. Every eminent judge had given 
it as his opinion that the doctrine of constructive notice was 
pushed too far as the law now stood, and the object of this bill 
was to remedy that defect in the law. Judge after judge had 
declured that it was highly inexpedient that the doctrine of 
constructive notice shov'd be extended. He thought the clause 
was clear and definite, and therefore he should advise the com- 
mittee to adopt it, for it would establish the rule that construc- 
tive notice should not be allowed unless fraud or gross negli- 
gence had been perpetrated by a purcliaser. 

Mr. Watpote said he believed no inconvenience would be 
likely to result from the clause, and he thought the House would 
do weil to pass it in deference to the high authorities elsewhere 
who had given to it their sanction. 

The amendment was tien withdrawn; and certain verbal 
amendments having been introduced into the clause, 

Sir F. Gotpsm1p moved the omission of the clause. Noone 
seemed to be aware whether or not it would alter the present 


law. 

The committee then divided, and the numbers were-— 
For the clause ong 56 
Against it . ; : : 45 

Majority for the clause ‘ —11 


The clause was then ordered to stand part of the bill, 

Clause 2 having been put, 

Mr. Mains moved its omission. It provided that in every 
case in which a clergyman was made a bankrupt under the Act 
of last session, and the sequestration was enforced against the 
living at the time of the bankruptcy, the sequestrating creditor 
should lose the advantage of his sequestration. He did not see 
how it was possible to maintain such a provision. 

Sir F. Kerry said the clause would certainly introduce a 
new principle; and if the sense of tie committee generally 
should seem to be opposed to it, he would not put them to the 
trouble of dividing upon the subject. 

Mr. WALPOLE said he could not see the justice of giving the 
clause a retrospective effect. 

The Soxicrror-GENERAL thought that legitimate objection 
had been taken to the clause. 

The clause was then negatived without a division. 

Clause 3, which was merely a corollary to clause 2, was also 
struck out of the bill. 

The remaining clauses were then agreed to, and the bill passed 
through the committee. 


~——-_----@—— - 


Recent Decisions. 


—o 


REAL PROPERTY AND CONVEYANCING. 

IMPROVEMENTS BY TENANT FoR LiFE, 

Dent v. Dent, M. R., 10 W. R. 375. 

After the death of a testatrix, who had devised all her pro- 
erty in strict settlement, the first tenant for life expended 
arge sums of money in (1) completing a mansion-house com- 
menced by the testatrix, (2) erecting permanent furnaces on 
copper works, (3) keeping a mine in South Columbia at work 
89 as to prevent forfeiture, (4) erecting a conservatory and 
vinery adjoining the mansion-house, (5) rebuilding a farm- 
house and other dilapidated buildings on some of the estates, 
(6) draining the property. The Master of the Rolls held, 
in a suit by the tenant for life seeking to be allowed out of the 
residuary personal estate the moneys so expended by him, that 
he was entitled to an inquiry only as to what sums had been 
Inid out on the mansion-house and the keeping of the mine in 
South Columbia at work so as to prevent a forfeiture. A tenant 
for life is entitled not only to estovers and emblements, but 
ulso, as the present case exemplifies, to the amount laid out by 
him in repairs which tend to the permanent benefit of the in- 
heritance: Hibbert v. Cooke, 1 Sim. & S. 552; Nairne v. 
-Majoribanks, 3 Russ. 582. His Honour put a question in the 


The object of | 








present case as to whether there was any authority for the 
allowance of moneys expended in the repair of farm buildings. 
We do not think thatthere was much ground for this doubt, 
The plaintiff in the present case, however, had been very lavish 
of his money; and even in the repairs which he was justified in 
making had been more extravagant than the estimate of the 
testatrix warranted. But, as to the buildings and works which 
he had constructed of his own motion, there was no warra: 

for a mere tenant for life of property so dealing with it, H 
outlay upon the mine was in the nature of a salvage charge. 


Witt—Construction—Cross ReMAINDERS. 
Atkinson v. Barton, L. J., 10 W. R. 281. 


A will contained a limitation to the testator’s four grand- 
daughters (by name), for their respective lives in equal 
with remainder (in equal shares), to the children of the said 
four granddaughters and the heirs of their bodies, 
children taking their mother’s share as tenants in common in 
tail, remainder to the survivors or survivor of such children 
and the issue of their bodies, and in default of issue of the said 
granddaughters, then over. It was held by the Lords Justices 
(reversing the decision of the Master of the Rolls) that cross 
remainders must be implied between the children of the grand- 
daughters. 

Cross remainders, as the reader is aware, are neverimplied in 
a deed, because words of inheritance cannot be implied in a 
deed. In such an instrument no circumlocution can dispense 
with the necessity of using the word heirs when required. But 
in a will, where a greater latitude of construction is allowed, 
cross remainders may be implied, What limitations admit of such 
an implication, however, is a question that does not appear to 
be easily determined. The result of the cases, as expressed by 
Lord Justice Turner in the present case, appears to be that 
cross remainders are to be implied, or not to be implied, acccrd- 
ing to the intention. Of course if the raising of cross remainders 
by implication conflict with any express disposition in the will, 
such an implication cannot be maintained. ‘The cross remain- 
ders in the present case could only arise upon failure of the 
issue of each granddaughter, and, therefore, could not interfere 
with the express disposition in favour of the children of each. 
The effect of implying cross remainders in the entire fourths 
was to let in children of the granddaughters in the lifetime of 
their mother. Nevertheless, the Lords Justices considered that 
cross remainders should bé implied. The present case goes far 
to show that the courts favour the creation of estates by 
implication under a devise, even though such an implication 
may not be needed to give effect as estates tail to ulterior 
limitations, The phrase “dying without issue” has, by the 29th 
section of the 1 Vict. c. 26, been deprived of much of its former 
power to raise cross remainders by implication. A reference 
to the context, however, sometimes revives this dormant 
energy. 

Wit1r—Construction—Estatre ror Lirz ork In Tan 
VEsTED OR ConTINGENT REMAINDERS—JURISDICTION OF 
Co ORDINATE CouRTS. 

Barrow v. Tootal, Exch., 10 W. R. 307. 

A. B..demised Blackacre unto his grandson T. C., for his 
own use during his natural lifetime, remainder to the first son 
of the body of the said T. C., lawfully begotten severally and 
successively in tail male of the name of C., and for want of 
such lawful issue of that name, either by his said 
T. C. or his son J. C., then he gave and devised Blackacre 
to and amongst his daughters and their children, share and share 
alike, to hold unto them, his, or her, or their heirs for ever, a8 
tenants in common ‘and not as joint tenants. T. C., who 
never had a child, suffered a recovery, and sold part of the 
estate, and more than thirty years ago three consistent 
decisions were given upon the construction of the same will 
deciding (semble) that T. C. took an estate in tail male, 

pon objection in favour of a plaintiff in ejectment, who 
claimed through a daughter of the testator, that T. C. took an 
estate for life only, and not in tail, the Court of Exchequer 
held that, without any expression of opinion upon the matter, 
the House of Lords only could disturb the previous decisions, 

The reader who wishes to find the various cases in which 
doubt has been entertained whether a devisee took for life, in 
tail, or in fee, will find his curiosity abundantly gratified by 
a perusal of almost any part of Fearne. That unrivalled 
treatise abounds with cases as to which the most eminent con- 
veyancer might feel a doubt in determining whether the object 
of the testator's bounty took for life, in tail, or in fee. A 
tenant in tail, without a protector, may readily obtain the fee, 
But a tenant in tail has, nevertheless, as such, very different 
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powers of disposition over the estate from those which he 
would have possessed as tenant in fee. For instance, a tenant 
in tail cannot devise the lands entailed, nor convey or charge 
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' ticular act or contract does or does not properly relate to th® 


them in any manner so as to bind the issue. In some cases, | 
as where the incumbrance is a rent-charge, it is incapable even | 


of confirmation by the issue. ‘The issue, by confirming even 


by deed a void charge of his ancestor, lets in all his own prior | 


incumbrances, even though the charge so confirmed by him 
should have been long prior in date to his own incumbrances. 


A tenant in tail who considers himself to be a tenant in fee | l 
| has allowed his credit to be pledged, and makes him equally 


may, therefore. even though there be no protector, make a 
disposition of the land which will be wholly void. The ques- 
tion whether the limitation in the present case to T. C. gave 
him an estate tail for life was decided in favour of the 
tenancy in tail: Rushton v. Craven, 12 Price, 599, 
as also in Mellish v. Mellish, 2 B. & C. 524. The authority 
of these cases, however, is questioned in “ Jarman on Wills,” 
vol. 2, 326, In truth, the authorities appear to be contradic- 
tory in respect of this matter. For instance, in Robinson v. 
Robinson, 1 Burr, 38} the devise was to L. H. for his life, and 
no longer, provided he took the testator’s name; and, after his 
decease, to such son as he should have lawfully begotten taking 
the name, and for default of such issue, to. W. R., in fee 
There, “‘ son,” was held nomen collectivum, and by a cy pres 
construction it was held that L. H. took an estate in tail male. 
In Baker v, Tucker, 3 H. L. Cas. 106, on the other hand, the 
devise was to the testator’s natural son John for life, with 
remainder to the first and other sons successively in tail male, 
and in default of such issue, to the daughters of John, as 
tenants in common in fee; and in default of issue of the said 
John, to the testator’s right heirs. The House of Lords held 
that John took only a life estate. It is manifest that these 
decisions cannot be reconciled. Mr, Fearne’s authority has, 
we think, gone far to induce the Courts to extend, in many 
cases, the application of the rule in Shelley’s case beyond what 
a fair legal construction of the limitations wonld warrant. 
All these various cases under devises are proofs of the great 
litigation that has resulted from the well-meant rule that 
devises are to be construed more liberally than instruments 
inter vivos. The rule in Shelley's case is, as a general rule, 

plied, upon the authority of Fearne, to doubtful limitations, 

he consequence of this is a very frequent defeat of the 
intention of  testators. ¢ 

The present case furnishes a happy precedent of a Conrt 
following, as unimpeachable, the decision of a co-ordinate 
judicature. We hope that this precedent will be liberally fol- 
lowed. It is absurd that co-ordinate tribunals should deem 
themselves at liberty to disregard the decisions of each other. 
The. reader will find in Sol. Joun., vol. 5, p. 102, under the 
heoding “ Relative Authority of Co-ordinate Courts,” numerous 
illustrations of an unhappy conflict between tribunals of the 
game rank. 





COMMON LAW, 
Law or PartNErsHIp—OsTEensiBLE PARTNER, LIABILITY OF. 
Edmondson v. Thompson, Exch., 10 W. R. 300. 


There is no branch of our legal system which gives occasion 
for such subtle distinctions in the application of principles, in 
themselves simple and satisfactory, as the law of partner- 
Ship; and, it need scarcely be added, none of graver interest in 
this “nation of merchants,” or more pregnant with danger to 
the unlearned or the unwary. It is true that the general doc- 
trines are, as already hinted, free from exception and easily 
grasped, We all know that where several persons carry on 
together any business or adventure on the terms of mutual 
participation in its profits and losses, whether in equal shares 
or in any other proportion, the relation of partnership arises 
between them; and they become liable to the consequences of 
the various doctrines which govern that connection, one of the 
most important of them being that the contract or other act of 
any member of the association in matters relating to the joint 
concern, is the contract or act of the whole firm (each member 
by legal implication constituting the rest jointly and severally 
his agent or agents in relation to such matters), and in such 
sense as to render each of them liable upon it individually as 
well as in respect of the partnership property; or in other 
words, in such sense as to render each partner liable for the 
whole of the partnership debts, however slender his individual 
interest in the concern may be. But starting from this ele- 
men principle, the passage to difficult and perplexing ques- 
tions, pending upon nice distinctions, is very short. For in 
the first place, it is often a matter of dispute whether any par- 





partnership—a question which again in many cases resolves 
itself into what is the ordinary usage of the particular business 
which is carried on. Again, a partnership may, as regards the 
public, be an actual one, though it is merely nominal as among 
the parties themselves; as where one who is not reallyinterested 
(as between the members of the firm) allows his name to ap- 
pear therein, or interferes in the management of the business 
in such manner as to produce a reasonable belief in strangers 
that he is a partner; for in such cases the law holds that he 


liable with those of the firm who participate in its gains. And 
this doctrine (which we have just lanced at among those which 
attach to the relation of partnership) brings naturally under 
our notice the present case; which shows that the liability thus 
thrown by the law upon nominal partners—being, as it is, of a 
somewhat harsh bearing on those who do not share in the pro- 
fits of the business—is strictly confined within its proper limits. 
The action (which was for goods sold to a firm of “ 'T, & Co,”) 
was brought against the defendant, who, under a verbal. ar- 
rangement, had supplied capital to “ T, & Co.,” on which he 
was to receive interest, and also a share of the profits of the 
business. His name was not to appear in the firm, but the 
plaintiff was informed of the partnership thereby created by 
“'T, & Co.” previously to supplying the goods which formed 
the subject of the action, but that communication was made 
without the defendant's concurrence or knowledge. The defen- 
dant took part in the conduct of the business by giving orders, 
&c., in the name of the firm, but ix no other way represented 
himself as partner; and all that he did were acts which might 
have been performed by one who was merely a paid manager. 
Before the supply of the goods now sued for, the verbal arrange- 
ment between T. and B. above mentioned was abandoned by 
mutual consent, and a new agreement entered into and re- 
duced to writing, by which the defendant was to serve asa 
clerk for a salary out of the net profits, and was not to be con- 
sidered as a partner. ‘The terms of this second agreement were 
not communicated to the plaintiff. 

Now, under these circumstances, the defendant. was held not 
to be liable. He was not a partner under the second arrange- 
ment of being paid for his services out of the net profits, aecord- 
ing to the recent decision of the House of Lords in the case of 
Cox v. Hickman, reversing the judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber (see 8 H. L. Cas, 268); and though he may have 
held himself out to be a partner to others, yet this was not 
enough unless he had informed the plaintif’ that. he held that 
position ; and though the plaintiff was actually apprised 
of the fact, he did not learn it from the defendant but from the 
unauthorised communication of “ T. & Co,” 

With reference to the case of Cox v. Hickman, above men- 
tioned, it may be here observed that the decision come to in the 
House of Lords appears to be inconsistent with a dictum of an 
eminent text writer who seldom makes mistakes—viz., J. W. 
Smith, who, in his notes upon the case of Waugh v. Carver 
(the leading case upon this branch of the Jaw of partnership, 
reported in 2 H. Bl. 235) seems to draw a distinction between 
the case of remuneration by a portion of the net profits, and 
one in which the services are to be remunerated by a portion 
of the gross profits; and to hold that in the first case, the agent 
or servant so remunerated would be a partner as regarded the 
public. 


PracTicE—NECESSITY OF AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF 
Motion FoR A Rute or Court. 
Smith v. Timms, Exch., 10 W. R. 301. 

The present case merely involves a point of practice, but it 
is one which should be noted up and remembered, It was an 
application for a rule to review a master’s taxation of costs; 
and as it was understood between the parties that there was no 
dispute as to the facts, but only as to the principle on which 
the master had proceeded in his taxation (viz., that of allow- 
ing distinct bills ot costs to each of two defendants who had 
appeared by different attorneys, and had severed in Lod gest 

to an action in which the plaintiffs were nonsuited), the 
rule was uot moved onany affidavit, but simply on the allocatur, 
such being understood to be the practice in such cases, The 
Court, however, said that the facts could not be received by 
them, or the application entertained, without an affidavit, even 
by the assent of the counsel on both sides, As to the above 
principle of taxation, they were moreover cf opinion that it 
was the correct one for the master to proceed upon; as indeed 
had already been held by the Common Pleas in the case of 
Newton v. Boodle, 4 C. B. 359, except in cases were the em- 
ployment of the second attorney was only colourable. 
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Correspondence. 


Tnz Lorp Crancettor’s Lanp TRransrer Bit, 

The following observations occur on reading such part of the 
bill as relates to registration of title to obtain certificate of 
guarantee; some are verbal, some to the essence of the bill; 
the verbal are introduced from the importance of the bill; for 
if it be defective on this point what may be expected in its 
working. 

1. The title to Part I. should have some reference to lease- 
hold as well as real estates, as clause 3 refers to leasehold 
estates in freehold lands. 

2. The word “estates” as meaning the land is often made 
use of; but if you turn to the construction clause (s, 154) you 
will find that of the word “land,” it does not mention it 
as meaning estates. The word “land” throughout the bill 
seems sufficient: therefore, why introduce “ estates” without a 
definition. 

3. In sect. 2 what is the meaning of the words “ or to a future 
time”? Should not the word “at” be substituted for “ to?” 

4. In sect. 3 should not the word “tenure” be substituted for 
the word “ estates” after the word “leasehold,” in the same 
way as it is used in the preceding linc after the word “ free- 
hold” ? 

5. Sect, 4, art. 3.—Is it meant that married women or other 
persons who may have a power of appointment under any 
document, and who may really know nothing of the state of 
the title, may of their own accord and without the authority of 
the trustees or the parties who may be eutitled, in default of 
the exercise of the power, call upon such trustee to submit the 
title to the Registrar? If so, this seems a very doubtful and 
injudicious course; and how are such trustees’ costs to bs pro- 
vided for; and if any blot or weakness of title is thus made 
patent, and no guarantee of title obtained, is the appointor to 
pay any and what compensation? 

6. Sect. 4, art. 4.—This appears to be a very dangerous 
power to give trustees, and even treacherous to themselves, as 
their settlor or testator may have bought under a limited condi- 
tion of which the trustees knew nothing, and thus, in the at- 
tempt to get a guaranteed title, open a latent defect; for recol- 
lect you cannot impose any conditions on the Registrar when 
you submit the title to him, and his powers are very extensive. 

7. Sect. 4, art. 7.—This is highly objectionable. Why 
should a mortgagee or other incumbrancer, who may be quite 
satisfied with his title, be at the mercy of his mortgagor’s ap- 
plication to the Court of Chancery to guarantee the title, and 
thus incur what he (the mortgagee) may consider unneces- 
sary trouble, annoyance, and expense. 

8. The whole scope of the bill seems fitted only for large 
estates, and does not meet the numberless cases of small pro- 
perties, say varying from £300 to £2,000, consisting of houses 
and small plots of land in cities, towns, and their suburbs, 
where titles are generally taken on limited and restricted con- 
ditions, As evidence of this want to mect such properties, let 
us look to the requirements of the bill. 

1st. It must be presumed that no prudent owner of land wi:! 
submit -his title to the Registrar’s examination, without first 
submitting it to his solicitor and seeking his opinion thereon. 
The costs of this preliminary attempt must depend on the state 
of the title. 

2. Then it is to be submitted to the Registrar and Examiners, 
and the former is not to guarantee it unless it appears to 
be such a valid marketable title as a Court of Equity would 

rove. 
” o can tell, in any doubtful question of title what a 
Court of Equity would approve—as each case must stand on 
its own merits. It does not appear clear by this section 
whether the owner is to prepare an abstract of his deeds for 
the Registrar, or leave the deeds themselves with him. 

3. By section 6 any question, &c., of title, “may” be referred 
toaj of the Court of Chancery. : 

Does this word ‘‘ may ”’ leave it optional with the owner to 
have such reference, or authorise the examiner to refer it of 
his own authority after the title has been once submitted to 
him. 

4. By section 7—IFf any contingency, uncertainty, &c. exist 
in title, the judge may then make a declaration of validity, 
subject to such contingency, &c. 

What title is there that has not some contingency, &c.; there- 
fore, what ¢ owner would incur the expense on the 
chance of receiving a limited guarantee, which will be a 
constantly existing record, and cannot silently die out. 





5. These preliminaries being got through, the Registrar will 
now require, under section 8— 

Ist. An exact description of the lands to be registered. 
2nd, A statement, &c. of all persons entitled. 
3rd. A statement of all mortgages, &c. 

Why these three requisitions? It would be thought that 
the Registrar already had them by the deeds or abstracts sub- 
mitted to him for examination, and therefore useless repetition, 

The Registrar must then settle such description and state- 
ment; and if the owner and he cannot agree, the owner has 
the valuable privilege of referring it to a judge of the Court of 
Chancery to decide. 

6. By sect. 9, the Registrar may also require the description 
of the land to be verified by oath. 

Thus, almost in every such case, compelling the owner to 
employ a surveyor, 

7. By sect. 10, the identity of the lands, with the descrip- 
tion, &c.,in the title-deeds, is to be fully established, and the 
Registrar, by local inquiries, &c., may ascertain boundaries, &., 
and require a plan. 

Now it ‘is well known to every practical solicitor that hardly 
anything is so difficult as to fully establish identities of small 
properties, of which there are seldom plans, except on very 
modern deeds, and the ordinary conditions of almost every 
sale provide.against this difficulty—why impose on the Regis- 
trar such a difficult and invidious duty. 

8. By sect. 11 and 12, advertisements and notices to every 
adjoining occupier, and to every person who shall appear to 
have interest in the estate, shall be made and given. 

See how irksomely this will work in cities, towns, &c. 
The owner’s house is most likely bounded on each side and at 
the back by three separate occupiers; and if the*house is 
irregular, perhaps five or six; thus the owner has to annoy all 
his neighbours with notices; and as it will bind them, each of 
them, in turn, must search into and ponder over his own title, 
or go to his solicitor to do so, What peace and good will this 
will engender between the owner and his neighbours! > 

Then what does the word “occupier”? mean? The defi- 
nition clause does not give it. Does it mean the occupying 
tenant, or the mesne or superior landlord, or whom? If the 
first, what provision is there to compel him to forward the 
notice to his landlord, and to secure it reaching the owners in 
fee of the adjoining lands. If it means the second, the same 
question arises; and if the third, how is the owner of the land 
to be registered, to find them out; and if he luckily does do so, 
he may find them living in all parts of the kingdom. Who is 
to serve and prove all these notices; and how is the Registrar 
to be satisfied that the persons served are the real occupiers. If 
it means more than the actual occupying tenants of adjoining 
lands, and it must mean more, a leaseholder or freeholder 
might be seriously injured. It is well known how all this is 
done under Railway Acts, and what an enormous expense it is, 

As to the latter part of section 12, for service of notice 
‘on every person, &c.,” the former objections as to service ap- 
ply with ten-fold force, as infants, married women, and persons 
abroad may have or claim an interest or right in part of the 
estate to be registered. 

9; All these matters being got through the owner may find 
that by reason of his notice or invitation some person (and 
family disputants and litigious neighbours are not very scarce), 
under sect. 13, may raise objections to his registration in itsen- 
tirety or on some minor points, and send him (the ownef) on 
a reference to a Chancery Judge either by the Registrar or om 
an appeal. 

10. By s. 15, when all is completed, “no other person” 
than owners are to be allowed to inspect books except under 
order of the Court of Chancery. If, therefore, the owner wishes 
his solicitor or agent to inspect the book an order of the Court 
must be applied for. What a wonderfully cheap mode!—why 
not allow the production of the Registrar’s certificate of 
guarantee to be an authority for the inspection; and what 
other means than this has the Registrar to identify the owner 
unless the course of practice at the Accountant-General’s is 
adopted—viz., identity through a solicitor. 

11. The sects. 16 to 19, all inclusive, time alone can determine 
the value of, or defects in, if the bill passes. 

12, Sect. 21, requiring oath of all deeds, &c., being made 
known to Registrar. Seems very objectionable, as every prac- 
tical solicitor knows that in very many titles he never discloses 
very old deeds, but always limits the title to a reasonable 
period, although on completion he may give up the old deeds 
—and why should more be given to the Registrar? 

13. Sect. 23 gives the Registrar power to require farther 
evidence or refuse to complete registration. 
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This, it is submitted, is too arbitrary; his power in such a 
case should be limited to granting the certificate of registration, 
stating what requisitions are unsatisfied—letting the owner 
take, if he likes, such certificate for what it may be worth, for 
the owner (or his predecessors) may have bought under such 
limited conditions as render him unable to furnish the evidence 
required; and it must be recollected that limited conditions are 
the rule and not the exception for all sales within the last 
thirty years. 

This is sufficient for one set of objections to the bill—I may 
send you others if you think the above, in their present or any 
other form you may mould them to, of any use. 

The whole bill appears, in my humble judgment, a mistake. 
What seems to me wanting in practice, is a well-considered, 
short bill, limiting the period of title a purchaser can call for, 


and declaring that some simple words in the operative part of 


the deed, such as those now in use, or others, shall have the 
effect of the present covenants for title, shortly referring to 
them, and that such covenants need not for the future be 
inserted in deeds; thus, by a short declaratory Act, simplifying 
the law and lessening expenses of conveyance. 
Lord Brougham, 8 & 9 Vict. c. 19, would form a rough prece- 
dent, although that Act, from its infirmities, has been but very 
slightly made use of, 

The owner who would submit his title to the Registrar 
under Lord Westbury’s bill would be a very bold man, unless 
his estate was very iarge, as the expense, requirements, and con- 
tingencies are likely to be so heavy, numerons, and uncertain, 

A SoxicrTor. 





Free Trape In Lanp.—CHEaP CONVEYANCES. 


In the Economist, a paper of great talent on commercial sub- 
jects, the editor in a recent article enunciates a new doctrine, 
“‘ free tradein land and cheap conveyances;” and after indulging 
in the usual tirade on the alleged cruelty and vexation of the 
law of real property, thus concludes: “the result has been, 
that landed property, which shonld be the safest to hold and 
the most easy to dispose of, is so beset with legal figments and 
formulas, that no man can purchase it without a troublesome 
and costly investigation of title, nor can be sure, when he has 
bought it, that he will be able to dispose of it again without a 
farther and still more expensive examination. The merchant 
or the capitalist who has not subsided into the mere Jandowner, 
looks with apprehension at any investment in land, eye, even 
in the secondary character of a mortgagee, as being probably 
non-available and inconvertible, either in a commercial crisis, 
or when another advantageous investment suddenly occurs. 
The complexities of title to land, and the expense of trans- 
ferring it, have rendered landed property so cumbrous and 
unwieldly, that the enterprising and active, who would form 
the best improvers, are repelled from any connection with land. 
And this operates most injuriously on agriculture. What is 
wanted for the advancement of English agriculture is, that land 
sould be held by men who would deal with it on commercial 
principles, who would regard it as a property possessing latent 
value, to be developed and utilized by intelligent management, 
and by attracting to its occupation the most enterprising men 
who can be induced to adopt husbandry as a profession.” 

On the doctrine proclaimed in the above extract I beg to 
submit to you the following observations:—I may remark in the 
onset, the writer looks upon the purchase of land in the same 
light as on the purchase of a cargo of cotton, which may pass 
through many hands before it comes into the warehouse of the 
manufacturer; possession of the cargo is the purchaser's title 
to it, but the possession of land is not of itself a title. The 
v ndor may be the agent or tenant, the owner living at a dis- 
tincé, hence the necessity of the production of title deeds, 
®tiowing how and by what means the seller became entitled to 
Whe land he offers for sale. ‘The argument in support of the 
@octrine of free trade in land amounts to this—that on a con- 
tract for the sale of an estate, all that the vendor and purchaser 
have to do, is to go to the solicitor of the latter and instruct 
him to prepare a conveyance in a brief form, which might be 
d:awn, engrossed, and ready for execution in the course of two 
or three hours, the solicitor taking for granted the title had 
been investigated at some former period; the conveyance is ex- 

cuted, and the purchase money paid, But suppose the estate is 
Charged with legac*es under the will of a former owner, and a 
month or two afterwards the legatees make an application to 
tue purchaser for their legacies; or sup 0. the estate is sub- 
ject to an equitable mortgage, that is by a deposit of the title 
dzeds accompanied bya bond, and the mo: being informed 
vy the vendor of the sale of his estate, intrusts him with the 
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deeds which he is to hand to the purchaser’s solizitor; but the 
vendor takes out of the bundle the agreement of deposit and 
his bond, and, in ignorance of that fraud, the purchaser's soli- 
citor prepares the conveyance to his client. [may be asked 
has such a fraud ever been attempted? I answer, I have known 
it in my practice, but it was detected before the purchase was 
completed. Now allow me to enquire whether the cases I have 
put do not at once dispose of the clamour for free trade in land, 
and whether I have not shown that an investigation of the 
title is on every purchase absolutely necessary? Does it not 
occur to you that, without such investigation, frauds will be 
constantly practised, and chancery and law suits be numerous, 
and, in many instances, the purchaser will lose his estate? It 
will be hopeless to look for a return of his purchase-money. 
I ask whoever hears of a purchaser having lost his estate after 
a careful investigation of the title? and is it not reasonable he 
should pay for that investigation? I may further ask, do you 
think that, on the discovery of frauds committed by vendors 
after the doctrine of “free trade in land” has been in opera- 
tion, the public will have any commiseration for the pur- 
chaser? will tender-hearted men be found to set on foot a 
subscription to reimburse him? I venture to say not a penny 
would be given by the most charitable or tender-hearted man. 
The answer to any application would be, “ why what a fool 
the man must be to buy a pig ina poke;” and, failing the 
compassion of the public, is the purchaser's solicitor to be made 
answerable for any defect in the title when he is not permitted 
to investigate it? The Economist also contends, that the more 
frequently land is transferred from one to another, “it would 
attract to its occupation the most enterprising men who can be 
induced to adopt husbandry asa profession.” If he means, that 
a tradesman having bought an estate with an intention to 
cultivate it himself, I must tell him, he will soon tire of his 
cultivation as unsuitable to his habits; and if he means that 
tenants will be readily attracted, I must tell him, the frequent 
change of ownership is attended with this disadvantage, a tenant 
does not like frequent changes of landlord. He wishes to know 
something of him before he ventures to embark his capital in 
the cultivation of another’s estate, and to be satisfied his new 
landlord does not intend to raise his rent. But the case of the 
purchaser is not so hopeless or pitiable as represented by the 
Economist, for if the title deeds are numerous and the abstract 
of them consequently very long, the vendor may make certain 
conditions or stipulations in his contract for sale which will 
not only materially lessen the vendor’s expense of making out 
his title, but the purchaser’s is an investigation of it, and will 
not lessen the value of the estate afterwards or affect its sale; 
and that without committing a fraud on the purchaser. Such 
conditions are very common and now of ordinary practice. Of 
this the editor of the Economist seems not to have been aware 
when he wrote the article of which I venture to complain, But 
assuming the public clamour in favour of non-investigation of 
titles, and brief, which means cheap, conveyances, should prevail, 
then to carry it into full effect two estates only in land must 
exist; the one for a term of years—say twenty-one for farm- 
ing, and ninety-nine years for buildings; the other, an estate 
in fee simple. Of the first—viz., terms for years—there will 
often arise important questions on which the purchaser’s solicitor 
must be satisfied; as for instance, the assignee or vender of the 
term may be a residuary legatee under a will. Now to complete 
a sale of the term, the assent of the executor is absolutely ne- 
cessary; but suppose the will under which the assignee, or 
vender claims is net proved in the proper court, I mean before 
the recent Act, the assent of the executor is unavailing, and the 
completion of the purchase must be delayed until the will is 
proved in the proper court, Again, the purchaser, if care is 
not taken in the investigation of his title, may be liable to the 
payment of legacy duty, the executor of the will having ne- 
glected to pay it. Now, if there is to be no investigation of 
title, will not the purchaser of the term be astonished at an 
application made to him from the Stamp Office for payment of 
legacy duty which has been neglected by the executor, the land 
being liable to the payment of it? If there is no investigation 
of title, I ask, will not this case frequently occur? 

Of the title to building leases I may observe, the term is 
generally created either by a will or a settlement, in . 
which power is given to the tenant for life to grant a lease 
for a term not exceeding ninety-nine years; but particular re- 
strictions are imposed in the exercise of the power. Now, if 
these restrictions are not strictly observed, the lease is invalid; 
and is the solicitor of a purchaser of the term to take for 

ted the power authorising the lease was ly exer- 
cised? or if he do require proof of the right execution of it, 
is he to be paid on the scale of weekly wages of a copying 
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clerk? and does it not occur to you, that if the scale of remu- 
neration for inyestigating and preparing conveyances is small, 
ill-educated men only will enter the profession, and a great 
change must consequently be made in the examination for 
admission of solicitors on the rolls—a change not devoutly to 
be wished for. 

To carry the doctrine of free trade into full operation as 
regards freehold lands, there must not be any of the estates 
popularly known as estates tail—remainders, cross, vested, or 
contingent—executory devises—tenants for life—tenants by 
the curtesey—or in dower—or reversions; for unless all these 
estates are extinguished, and copyhold and customary estates 
also, by Act of Parliament, there can be no free trade in land; 
and do you think there will be found any free trade member, 
an owner of land, who has courage to stand up and gravely 
move the introduction of a bill for the destruction of the seve- 
ral estates and tenures I have enumerated? I say unhesi- 
tatingly, a host of members wonld rise up and ask indignantly, 
“Can we not do what we will with our own? Are we not to 
be allowed to create entails for the perpetuation of our estates 
in our families? And are we not to be permitted to make 
devises of our lands on such conditions and limitations (which 
the law sanctions) as we think best? And will not Lord 
Palmerston rise up in his place and ask the member introducing 
the bill, ‘is he aware that free trade in land will be the des- 
truction of the monarchy; for can the aristocracy be preserved 
without entails, and can monarchy be maintained without an 
aristocracy ?’” 

I have read the bills introduced by the Lord Chancellor, 
Lord Cranworth, and Lord Chelmsford—I have resided in 
Darlington nearly fifty-three years, and for a great portion of 
that long period [ practised as a solicitor, and had, up to the 
time of my retirement, a year ago, a most extensive practice in 
conveyancing, which I trust will justify, or in some respects 
excuse, my presumption in expressing, but with becoming and 
unaffected humility, my opinion that none of those bills will 
correct the evils complained of; on the contrary, I think they 
will aggravate rather than cure those evils by creating dis- 
appointment and irritation, for I venture to say very few land- 
owners will adopt their provisions as a means of perfecting, or 
more properly speaking purging, their titles of all defects, simply 
because the expense and, delay will deter owners of land from 
trying the experiment. Of this we may rest assured landowners 
of comparatively small extent, say of 500 acres and under, and 
they constitute the greatest portion of those who would desire 
to adopt the Act, will never try the experiment; but, granted a 
title is perfected and made so clear and simple that “ he who 
runs may read,” will no questions arise on subsequent deeds? 
will not blanders consequently be made in the new deeds 
and difficult questions arise on them? Will not ques- 
tions of great difficulty and nicety arise on wills—are they 
to be passed over as of no moment? Important reforms in 
eonveyancing have been made within the last ten or fifteen 
years by the lawyers conversant with the law of real property. 
I say, let the lawyers proceed in their quiet and unostentatious 
mode of amending the law, and we shall acquire all we want 
without risk of loss of estates by bad titles; but adopt the 
doctrine of free trade in land and cheap conveyances, and law 
and chancery suits will abound. 

Francis MEwsury. 

Darlington, April, 1862. 





Lorp St. Leonarps’ Law or Property AMENDMENT BILL. 


I would call the atention of your readers, through you, to 
the extraordinary nature of sect. 2 of this bill, in order that 
those interested, either personally or for clients in the subjects 
proposed to be affected, may stir themselves, and by calling the 
attention of members of the House of Commous to this section, 
prevent its becoming law in its present form. 

It will be recollected that as to non-traders, the Bankrupt 
Act, 1861, is in effect prospective only, it having been so limited 
by the amendments. introduced in the House of Lords. 

By sect. 135 of that Act, it is provided that when a beneficed 
clergyman is declared bankrupt a sequestration of his benefice 
may be issued, and, after providing tor the cure of the parish, 
the proceeds are to be applied in liquidation of the bankrupt’s 
debts. : 

Now sect. 2 of Lord St. Leonards bill provides that upon 
the issuing of such sequestration all prior sequestrations are to 
cease, and the sequestration creditors are to come in with the 





other creditors only for a rateable proportion of their debts, and 
the section goes on to declare that when such sequestration is | 


issued the sequestrated benefice shall be discharged from any 
lease of the tithe rent charge granted by the bankrupt. J 

It will thus be seen that an attempt is being made to make 
the Bankrupt Act, 1861, retrospective in its operation as to the 
distribution of beneficed clergymen’s assets, although such Act 
is prospective only in subjecting non-traders personally to the 
provisions of the Act. If this section is allowed to become law 
sequestrations, which have been in existence many ‘years prior 
to the passing of the Bankrupt Act, 1861, will be made to 
cease by the bankruptcy of the clergyman, and the proceeds ot 
the benefice will be taken away from the sequestration creditor 
and be distributed among the creditors of the bankrupt. 

As to the attempt to avoid valid leases executed by clergy- 
men before the passing of the Act, no comment of mine upon 
such an extraordinary proposition is necessary. It would be 
just as reasonable for Lord St. Leonards to bring in a bill to 
declare that all leases at rack rent, executed by a person whose 
estate is distributed in bankruptcy, sbould be void, and the pro- 
perty disposed of by the assignees discharged from such lease. 
The bill has passed the Lords and has been read a second time 
in the Commons, upon the understanding that the discussion 
should take place at another stage, and, therefore, there is still 
time to prevent this extraordinary production of our great pro- 
perty lawyer becoming law, if the members of the profession 
will stir themselves at once. PERSEVERO. 





Deep STAMPS IN THE COLONIES. 

Iam anxious to give your correspondent, “ A Solicitor,”* what 
little information I possess on the subject. 

I have prepared in England several deeds of conveyance of 
lands in Australia, the vendors residing here, the purchasers 
residing there; and also have made powers of attorney from 
parties residing in England, appointing persons residing in 
Australia to act for them in letting and selling lands, receiving 
debts, &c. 

Some of these deeds and powers I have had stamped with 
English stamps and others not, but all have answered their 
purpose; I have never had any complaints of any one of them. 
In every instance I have stated my doubts to my clients and 
got them to decide upon the point. 

In Abraham v Dubois, 4 Camp. 269, it was decided that 
such a deed must be stamped prior to its being given in evidence 
in this country; but this does not seem to be. necessary to its 
being in evidence in the colonies (see Alves v. Hodgson, 7 Durn, 
& E. 241; Holman v. Johnson, Cowp. 243; James v. Catherwood, 
3 Dow. & Ry; 190). 

When an instrument is made in England relating to p 
abroad it must be stamped with an English stamp, by } Anne 
c. 22, s. 2: Stonelake v. Babb, 5 Burr. 2673; Chitty on Stamp 
Laws, 15. P, 


TAKING OuT CERTIFICATE. 


A gentleman admitted last Michaelmas Term, and at present 
gaining experience in a London Office as managing clerk, and 
having no desire at present to practise for himself, wishes to 
know whether he must take out his certificate within a year 
from the term aforesaid, or can he defer doing so until he prac- 
tises on his own account, without being re-admitted or paying 
up the arrears of duty. Information upon the subject. we 
oblige. A Constant READER, 


Srusss’ List. 


I should feel obliged if you or any of your readers would 
inform me whether “Stubbs,” or any other and what similar 
publication, gives a list of judgments which are gy signed, 

AWYER. 


Tue Treatment or County Court DesrTors. 


The treatment to which couaty court debtors are subjected 
is such as loudly calls for amelioration. As you have very 
justly observed, the county conrts appear to have been esta- 
blished expressly for the use of tallymen, the majority of ts 
in those courts being issued by these pests of the poor. id 
the unfortunate debtor be unable to comply with the order of 
the Court for payment, he is, after being stripped of his honse- 
hold goods, committed to prison, and the treatment he there 
undergoes is disgraceful to a civilized country. He is commit- 
ted for contempt of Court, and the usual for which he is 
committed is twenty-one days. During his incarceration he is 





® See anfe p. 381. 
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compelled to wear the prison dress, and is in every respect 
treated likea criminal. His diet chiefly consists of coarse bread 
and cold water. He does not sleep upon a bed, but for twelve 
hours stretches his aching limbs upon a board, with a rug and 
blanket for his only covering. His associates are frequently 
villains of the biackest dye; and, as if to add poignancy to his 
sufferings, lie is doomed to the “ silent system,” and is compelled 
to sit in gloomy and silent meditation over his wrongs the 
livelong day. Surely the Legislature could never have intended 
thata man who only owes a few shillings, or, at the utmost, a 
few pounds, should be the victim of such gross inhumanity. I 
trust that those who may have the power to correct this state 
of things will exert it, und put an end to this great scandal in 
the administration of our law of debtor and creditor, 
W. T. 
AD VALOREM CHARGES. 

I have read X. Y.’s letter in your last week’s number, and 
was much struck with the extraordinary moderation of his 
proposed charges. I have just received a circular from some 
estate agents in town who negotiate these matters on commis- 
sion, and who, moderately computed, are likely to have ten 
transactions to one even of solicitors in extensive practice. 
Now what are their charges—for duties involving little or no 
labour—no learning—no apprenticeship—no payment of duty 
—no costs out of pocket—and no responsibility? Why, will 
it be believed, that for transactions in which X. Y. proposes to 
give us § per cent. commission for nearly all the labour-—all 
the learning —all the probation—all the Government duties— 
all the costs out of pocket—and all the responsibility, these 
commission agents charge £1 per cent. or just double the 
amount; and should the security consist of Scotch or Irish 
property they add 4 per cent. more to their charge. Itis clear 
that either the one scala- is vastly too low or the other vastly 
too high; whether, however, the latter is too high or not it 
appears the public is satisfied, for these agents are in a very 
large way of business, and no wonder, if they can get it on 
these terms. 

I say, let the solicitors adopt ad valorem by all means; but 
let it be a liberal one. M. G. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

The following report has recently been issued to the mem- 
bers of the Law Students’ Debating Society by the secretary, 
Mr. George L. Wingate:— 

“I beg to submit a statement of the proceedings of the 
society during the past quarter, and in commencement would 
remark, that the number of members attending the debates 
continues to increase, and great diligence in preparation is 
shown by many who speak on the questions, The society now 
consists of about 120 members, eleven having been elected 
during the past quarter, making a total of thirty-two new 
members since the last annual meeting. It is to be hoped 
that the advantages which have been so often acknowledged as 
belonging to this society, and the influence of which is daily 
becoming more gencrally known, will induce a great many 
more articled clerks to join. 

“ The following alterations have been made in the rules— 
viz., in Rule V., for the purpose of providing that the society 
shall not meet on Easter Tuesday, and between the 20th of 
December and 5th of January. In Rule VIII., with a view 
to make the report of the society more in accordance with the 
extent of their transactions, the periods in which they shall 
in fature be prepared will be January and April, and the 
annual report in Juiy, omitting the one in November as, in 
consequence of the Long Vacation and other circumstances, 
the matter to report upon during that quarter is very scanty. 
A further amendment of this Rule has been made by the addi- 
tion of the words ‘and no member shall move or second any 
motion for an adjournment more than once at the same meet- 
ing.’ As more copies of the rules were required, the altera- 
tions effected during the last four years have been carefully 
collated, and a new edition has been issued; but, with a view 
to xvoid unnecessary expense, and as no practical purpose 
seemed to be answered by publishing a list of the names of 
members, that has been omitted. 

“Tt is a source of congratulation to the society that at the 
Hilary Examination a new member obtained the first prize; 











another member carried off a prize of the Incorporated Law 
Society; and a third was rewarded with a certificate of merit; 
and the more gentlemen avail themselves of the opportunities 
afforded them by the meetings of this society, the more nume- 
rous will be the names to be recorded from time to time of 
those distinguishing themselves in « similar manner. 

“It is also worthy of special notice, as an incentive to 
others, that our treasurer, combining private study with his 
professional duties, recently obtained the Joseph Hume scho- 
larship in jurisprudence at the University College. 

“ The committee continue to pay the greatest attention to 
the affairs of the society. In selecting questions for discussion 
they endeavour to provide such as, after mature consideration, 
seem suitable, both as to the subject and the form of raising 
the question. 

“ That the debates have been well sustained during the past 
quarter is evidenced by the number of members speaking, and 
the length of the debates. At the twelve meetings that have 
been held, the average number addressing the society was eight, 
the length of time occupied being two and a quarter lours—the 
number of members present being thirty-four, with slight 
variations; and on the nine occasions when the votes were 
taken (no question being discussed on the Ist of January, and 
that on the Registration of Title being twice adjourned) the 
average number voting was fourteen. Although the divisions 
have usually resulted in a narrow majority, this number might 
be usefully increased if members would sign the book which 
is kept for the purpose of recording the votes of those who, 
having heard the first four speakers, are unable to remain 
until the conclusion of the debate, 

“Tt would save much trouble if gentlemen would give an 
early intimation of any change of residence. I may be allowed 
to observe, that as no science can be divided from its fellow 
science and kept intact without suffering injury by its isola- 
tion, so the law student, having regard to the associations to 
which eventually his practice and application of theoretical 
formula will induct him, must, in order to fortify his position 
for the contingencies of life, pay some attention to the princi- 
ples of ethics and political economy.” 
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F. W. BEADON, ESQ. 

We regret to announce the death of Mr. F, W. Beadon, the 
senior magistrate at Marlborough-street Police-court, which 
melancholy event took place on Sunday last at one o'clock, at 
his residence, Stratford-place, Oxford-street. Mr. Beadon had 
filled the important office of magistrate for about fifteen years, 
first at Wandsworth Police-court, and afterwards at Marl- 
borough-street, having been transferred to the latter on the 
retirement of Mr. Hardwick. ‘The deceased gentleman had 
been suffering from ill-health for a considerable period, by 
which he was frequently compelled to absent himself from the 
court. Mr, Beadun was a graduate of the University of Cam- 
bridge, and remained on the books until the day of his death. 
He was educated at St. John’s College, and took his B.A. 
degree in 1829, the year of the celebrated struggle between 
Cavendish and Philpott—when Philpott (now Bishop of Wor- 
cester) came out senior wrangler, and Cavendish (now Duke of 
Devonshire and Chancellor of the University) second wrangler. 
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Public Companies. 


BILLS IN PARLIAMENT 
For THE Formation oF New Lines or RAILWAY IN 
ENGLAND AND WALES. 
Bills passed through Committee :— 
East GRINSTEAD, GROOMSBRIDGE, AND TONBRIDGE, 
RICKMANSWORTH, AMERSHAM, AND CHESHAM, 
UXBRIDGE AND RICKMANSWORTH. 
KEIGHLEY AND WortTH VALLEY. 
TOTTENHAM AND HAMPSTEAD. 
MEETINGS. 
Crie¥F JUNCTION Raitwar. 
At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
27th ult., a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent, per annum 
was declared for the past half-year. 
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Kmonrow Ratway. 
At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
29th ult.,a dividend at the rate of £2 per cent. per annum 
was declared for the past half-year. 


Perta anp DuNKELD RAILWAY. 


At tie half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
28th ult.,a dividend at the rate of 3 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 


Pert AND Meruvin Raitway. 
At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
28th ult., a dividend at the rate of 2} per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year, 


a 


Births, Marriages, and Beaths. 
BIRTHS. 
BURRELL—On March 29, at Gosport, Hants, the wife of William F. 
Burrell, Esq., Solicitor, of 4 son. 
WHITE—On March 31, at 8, Aberdeen Villas. Adelaide-road, the wife of 
Arthur White, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

FIELDER—SANDERS—On March 27, George Fielder, Esq., of Doctors’- 
aera to Laura ns: , daughter ‘of the late Thomas Sanders, Esq., 
H.E.1.C.S., of Croom: i, Middlesex. 

INGE—MUGGERIDGE_On March 25, Henry Bret Ince, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, to Annie Jane Grace, daughter of Charles J. 
Muggeridge, Esq 

DEATHS. 

BEADON—On March 30, William Frederick Beadon, Esq., Police Magis- 
trate, Marlborough-street, aged 

COX—Recently, John Surman Cox, Esq., Solicitor, Cheltenham. 

LANE—On March 26, mi 4 Richard Kirkman Lane, Esq., Solicitor, 
of 18, Golden- 

ROBINSON—On arch x. 44 suddenly. Charles Francis Robinson, Esq., 

* late Master of the Crown Office, Queen’s Bench. 

STOPHER—On March 21, William Stopher, Esq., of No. 36, Coleman- 
me ar, ey ——s m ‘the 47th year ou his age. 

— Sydney Gore Robert Strong, Esq., of No. 5 


caeeann ‘emple 
TAYLOR—On March ‘a1, at the age of 32, Catherine, wife of John Hirst 
Taylor, Esq., Solicitor, Windermere 
WORMAN—On April 1, Phoebe, coy of John Cadel Worman, Esq., Soli- 
citor, aged 56. 


—_—_-+~+---—-- 
London Gazettes. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, March 28, 1862. 

Towle, James de Lacy, & William Kyd Eliot, Attorneys and Solicitors, 
Cheltenham, and New Boswell-court, Lincoln’s-inn. By mutual con- 
sent. March 21. 

Tuespay, April 1, 1862. 

Perks, John, & William Taylor Prince, Attorneys and Solicitors, Burton- 

pa nably By decree of the Court of Chancery. March 29, John 
illiam Hawkins, 2, New Boswell-court, Lincoln’s-inn, Solicitor, is ap- 
pointed receiver of cutstanding debts and assets. 

Smith, Baker, George Webb, & William Webb, !1, Austin Friars, London, 
Attorneys, Solicitors, and Conveyancers “(Smith & Webb). By mutual 
consent. March 29. 


GMindings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faripay, March 28, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ber and Messer Mining Company.— Order to wind-up, 22nd March, 
; Tugspay, April 1, 1862. 
UNLIMITED 1N CHANCERY, 

Herald Life Assurance Society.—The Master of the Rolls will, on April 16, 
at 1, proceed to make a call on contributories of the company, for 
£8 10s. per share. 

Tretoil and Messer Mining Company.—Creditors to prove their debts 
forthwith before Vice-Chancellor Wood, who will, on April 14, at 12, 
appoint an Official Manager of this company. 


Limirep In Bankruptcy. 
Cumberland Black Lead Mine Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
Hg presented March 27, will be heard at Basinghall-st, on April 4, at 
10.30. G. Lindo, Solicitor, 47a, Moorgate-st. 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farway, March 28, 1862. 


Chadwick, William Winter, 14 Buckingham-st, Adelphi, Middlesex, Esq. 
May 21. Sol Sturmy, Hibernia-chmbrs, Wellington-st, London-bridge. 


Combard, Mrs. Bari d Homard, High-st, Weymouth, Widow. April 21. 
Sol Howard, W eymouth. 
Crow, William, Water-lane, Brixton, Surrey, Gent. May 31. Sols Booty 
pe. fore 1 .} Raymond -bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 
formerly of Gravesend, and late of Highgate, Gent. 


a 2. Sols J. & w. Shefteld, 68 Old Broad-st, London. 
French, Colonel William Temple, Ballyhindon, Cork, Ireland, and of Bury- 
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» St. Jar Ja ames’, , Middlesex. “April 30. Sols ‘Parke & Pollock, 63 Lincoln's« 

nn- 

Gardner, William, Baker's Coffee House, ar ogo hosiery or 
Jeigh House, Tulse- hill, Surrey. June 2. Sol Bigge 


London. 
Jones, David Henry Mutlow, late of Ganth Cottage, 


Bassalleg, and after- 
wards of Carleon, Monmouthshire, Gent. May 17. Sols Prothero & 
Fox, Newport, Monmouthshire. 

Palmer, Sarah, formerly of lh George-st, Greenwich. but late of 2 
Chapel-st, Park-rd, Chelsea low. May 26. Sols Lott & Rogers, 43 


Bow-lane, Cheapside. 

Tomlinson, Thomas, Wheaton Aston, Staffordshire, Shoemaker. April 30. 
Sol Heane, Newport, Salop. 

Walker, Joshua. 40 Upper Harley-st, Middlesex, and Lead Works, Relvi- 

ere-rd, Lambeth, Surrey, Esq. April 30. Sols Parke & FTollock, 63 

Lincoln 35. inn-fields. 

Whannell, George, Lieutenant-Colonel in Her Majesty’s 33rd er ye of 
Foot, an’ 18 Charles-st, Haymarket, Middlesex. April 12. Sols Lake 
& Kendall, 10 New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 


Tuespay, April 1, 1862. 
Bottom, Noah; Oakamoor, Alton, Staffordshire, Farmer. Within one 


calendar month. Sols Blagg & Son. Cheadle. 
Grant, Charles, 23 Fitzroy-square, Middlesex. May 10. Sols Minet & 
W. Lang- 


Smith, 3 New Broad-st. 
Gregory, Samuel, Frome, Somersetshire, Card Maker. May |. 
ford, Frome, Gent, and E. Flatman, Frome, Schoolmaster, Executors. 


Horner, William, Victoria-ter, Portsea, Gent, May 1. Sols Edgecombe 
& Cole, 6 North-street, Portsea. 
Perry, Nehemiah, Strethall, Essex, Farmer. May 11. Sol Coliin, Saffron 


Walden, Essex. 


Radcliffe, Maria, Manor-place, Buckland, Portsea, Spinster. May! Sols 
Edgecombe & Cole, 6 North-st, Portsea. 
Taylor, Henry Ralph Speechley, Cambridge, Clothier. May 3. Sol 
Adcock, Cambridge. 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fawar, March 28, 1862. 4 
April 28. Bradley 


— William, Caythorpe, Nottingham, Yeoman. 

v. am, M.R. 

Bibby, William, Much Woolton, Lancashire, Gent. April 25. Bibby v. 
R. 


Thompson, M.R. 

Bridden, John, Sturston, Derbyshire, Timber Merchant. April 29. Pegge r. 
Bridden, V.C. Kindersley. 

Brown, William, Eastgate-st, Gloucestershire, Grocer. April 25. Morris 
v. Brown, M.R. 

Hannaford, Mary, Shepherd’s Bush, Middlesex, Widow. April 23. Hanna- 
ford v. Hannaford, 

Hibon, John, Down-street, Piccadilly, and Mount Villas, Acton-green, 
Middlesex, Chemist. April 22. Hibon v. Hibon, V.C. Kindersley. 

Hopkins, Henry Hibbert, Grosvenor-pl, Eaton-sq, Middlesex. Apuil 25. 
Percivali v. Hopkins, V C. Stuart. 

Inkersole, William, Sussex-street, Pimlico, Middlesex, Gent. April 23. 
Rees v. Inkersole, MLR. 

Lenton, Thomas, West Wickham, Kent, Butcher. April 12. Lenton ¢. 
Lenton, M.R. 

Mitchell, Henry Richard, Clarence-st, Greenwich, Licensed Victualler. 
May 2. Mitchell v. Mitchell, V.C. Kinderstey. 

Rogers, Charles, 109 Gloucester-ter, Hyde-park, Middlesex, Esq, a retired 
Lieutenant-Colonel. April 29, Thrupp ». Preston, V.C. Kindersley, 

Wroe, Thomas, Bradford, Gent. May 5, Wroe v. Seed, V.C. Stuart. 

TorspayY, April 1, 1862 

Butler, Edward Hunt, sen., Farringdon, Berks, Gent. April 23. Rutt- 

ledge v. Butler, M.R. 


Fothergill, John, Greenside, Ravenstondale, Westmoreland, Yeoman. 
May 6. Fothergill v. Fothergill, V. C. Stuart. 
April 25. Hodg- 


Hodgson, William, Low Walton, Cumberland, Farmer, 
son v. Bibby, M.R. 
iam, George, Perry-st, Gravesend, Gent. May 5. Morgan v. Beacham, 
V.C. Wood. 
Paine, George, Farnham, Surrey, Yeoman. April 28, Paine v. Quick, 
MLR. 


Pocklington, Mary, V: poem) Hall, Vange, Essex, Widow. April 28. Pock- 
lington v. Pocklington. M.R. 
April 28. 


Pocklington, Thomas, Vange Hall, Vange, Essex, Farmer. 
Pocklington v. Pocklington, M.R. 

Steers, Amelia Lal 2 Draycott-pl, Chelsea, Middlesex, Widow. April 23. 
Doulton v. Miles, M.R. 

Tibbetts, Joseph, Birmingham, Spoon Manufacturer. April 29. Parkes 
v. King, M.R. 

Tidman, Charles, Whitchurch, Oxfordshire. April 28. Godfrey v. Tidman, 
MLR. 

Assignments for Benelt of Creditors. 
Frivay, March 28, 1862. 


Raworth, Benjam Pyrah, Sheffield, Patent Axletree Manufacturer. Feb 27. 
Sols Pye, Smith, & Wightman, Sheffield. 


Turspay, April }, 1862. 


Bamford, George, 97 Allen-st, Sheffield, Grocer. March 27. Sols Smith 
& Hinde, Sheffield. . 
Cooke, Levit, Peterborough, Baker. March 10. Sol Rutland, Peter- 


borough. 
Hambridge, Charles, 47 Guildford-st, Russell-sq, Middlesex, Architect. 
Feb zi. Sols Harrison & Lewis, 6 Old Jewry. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1961. 
Fripay, March 28, 1862. 

Aspinwall, Robert Wilmore, Ardwick, Manchester, Coramon Brewir, 
March 10. Assignment. Reg March 25. 

Battinson, George Clarke, aT , Staffordshire, Iron-Stone Master, Ic) 
27. Conveyance. Reg March 25 

Batty, Thomas, Liscard, Cheshire, ‘Surgeon. en 20. Compositir n. 
Reg March 26. 
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Beattie, Peter. Preston, Tailor. March 7. Assignment. Reg March 24, 


Beckwith, John, & Henry Beckwith, Liverpool, Merchants. March 3, 
Coriveyance. Reg March 26. 
Borrow, William Dalton, Lancashire, Butcher. Feb 27. Conveyance. 


Reg March 25. 

Bragg, Thomas, Stoke, Old-rd, Stoke-upon-Trent, Licensed Victualler. 
March 14.| Conveyance. Reg March 26. 

Cartwright, Zachariah, Bristol, Soap Manufacturer. 
yeyance. Reg March 28 

Cook, James George, 6 South-pl, New North-rd, Middlesex, Grocer. 
March 17. Conveyance. Reg March 19, 

Ellis, George Henry, New Malton, Yorkshire, Ironmonger. March 4. As- 
signment. Reg March 26. 

Fawley, Thomas, Brewer-st, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. March 4, 
Assignment. Reg March 27. 

Goalen, the Rev. Alexander, Holywell-st, Oxford, Clerk March 12. Con- 
veyance. Reg March 26. 


March 12. Con- 


Holmes, Edward Godfrey, Nottingham, Joiner. March 5, Assignment. 
Reg March 25. 

Hughes. John, Liangollen, Denbighshire, Tailor. March1. Assignment. 
Rez March 26. 

Jarvis, Henry, 15 Union-st, Bath, Hatter. Feb 28. Conveyance. Reg 


March 27. 


Lewis, James, sen, Glascomb, Radnorshire, Farmer. March 1. Convey- 
ance. Reg March 24. 
Lewis, Joseph, Lantwit Vardre, Glamorganshire, Grecer. March 8. As- 


signment. Reg March 27. 
Mawson, John, Sheffield, Grocer. Feb 26. Assignment. Reg March 25. 
Moor, John Benjamin, & Edward Moor, Hastings, and 8 Ave Maria-lane, 
London, Silversmiths and Jewellers. March 20, Composition. Reg 


March 26. 
Nash, Richard, Mewes -green, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Mareh 13, 
Conveyance. Reg March 26. 


Newton, Samuel, Ashton-under-Lyne, Chemist and Druggist. March 3. 
Composition. Reg March 26. 

Pennington, Abel, Ciarence Hotel, Wigan, Publican. 
sition. Reg March 26. 

Roberts, Robert, Birkenhead, Provision Dealer. March 7 
Reg March 26. 

Secker, Robert, 2 Middlesex-st, Somer’s-town, Middlesex, China Dealer. 
Feb 24.» Composition. Reg March 24 

Simmonds, William, 13 Little Peter-st, Westminster, Builder. Feb 28. 
Composition. Reg March 26. 

Sinclair, George, Boston, Carver and Gilder. 
March 26. 

Taylor, David, Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell, Middlesex, Watchmaker. 

eb 18. Assignment. Reg March 18. 

Thomas, Richard, Royal Oak, Sotvente, Llanliechid, Carnarvonshire, 
Publican. March 7 7. Conveyance. Reg March 25. 

Wallace, William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Draper. Feb 28. 
March 26. 

Walker, William, Carolgate, East Retford, Nottinghamshire, Miller and 
Draper. March 3. Conveyance. Reg March 26. 


March 7. Cempo- 


Assignment. 


Feb 26. 


Assignment. Reg 


Assignment, Reg 


Whitehead, Thomas, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, March | 


Reg March 25. 

Tcespay, April 1. 1862. 

Bancroft, George, Macclesfield, Silkk Manufacturer. Feb 15, 
Reg March 31 

Barron, John, & William Stewardson, Lancaster, Painters. March 7. 
Inspectorship, Reg March 29 

Rastable, Elisha, Belgrave House, Landport, Hampsi:ire, Wholesale 
Baker. Feb 25. Assignment. Bee March 28. 

Bee, John, Crowland, Lincol hant 
Reg March 28, 

Bishop, Robert, Fowey, Cornwall, Attorney-at-Law. March 3. 
ance. Reg March 29, 

Bonham, Josiah, St John’s-lane, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. March 
25 Arrangement. Reg March 

Burdon, Thomas Bailes, Hartlepool, Ship Chandler. 
ment. Reg March 31. 

Chatwood, Samuel, Bolton-le-Moors, and of Southport, Lancashire, Iron 
Safe Mauufacturer. March 7. Assignment. Reg March 31. 

Crosby, James, Andenshaw, Lancashire, Linen Manufacturer. March 21, 
Composition. Reg March 31. 

Dougias, Charles, Coventry, Pawnbroker. 
Reg March 31. 

Findlay, Robert, Skirbeck, Lincolnshire, Draper. March i. Assignment. 
Reg March 28. 

Gamble, Francis, sen, Gainsborough, Lincolnshire, Seed Crusher, Maltster, 
Wine and Spirit Merchant, and Francis Gamble, jun, Seed Crusher, 
Maltster, Wine and Spirit Merchant. March 3. Assignment. Reg 
March 29. 

Gilfin, William, Ewhurst, Sussex, Farmer. Feb 28. 
March 28. 

Guest, Peveril, Fowler-st, South Shields, Flour Dealer. March5. Assign- 
ment. Reg March 31. 

Haley, Thomas, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Machine Maker. March 15. Com- 
position. Reg March 28. 

Hartland, James, Worcester, Grocer. 
March 31. 

Hibberd, Frederick, Turley, Bradford, Innkeeper. 
Reg March 28. 

Hilcox, Fred, 22 i ererten-s4 Bath, Tobacconist. March 10, Conveyance. 
Res March 29 

H yale, Jomph. Princes End and Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Corn 

Factor arch 3. Composition. Reg March 28. 

Knight. Charles, Maidstone, Brush Maker. March 5. 
March 31. 

Langridge, Thomas, High-st, Worcester, Stay Dealer. March 8. Convey- 
ance. Reg March 28. 

we William, Liverpool, Commission Agent. Feb 28. Composition. 

Reg March 28. 

Maas, Jacob, White Hart-yard, 62 High-st, Southwark, Partere Hop and 

Seed Merchant. March 14. Composition. Reg March 


19. Assignment. 


Composition. 


March 15. Assignment. 





Convey- 


March 28. Assign- 


March 25, Arrangement. 


Assignment. Reg 


March 8. Assignment. Reg 
Feb 28. Compositior. 


Assignment. Reg 


Morris, David, Wisbech St. Peter’s, Cambridgeshire, one March 2% 
Assignment: Reg March 31, 


| 





Morris, James, Smarden, Kent, Farmer. March 7. 
March 29. 

Pitzipios, Stephen Demetrius, Leadenhall-st, London, Ship Broker. 
March 26. Composition. Reg March 28. 5 

Rickards, Joseph, Bromsgrove, Worcestershire, Innkeeper. March 19. 
Arrangement. Reg March 31. 

Riley, Alfred, & William Cracroft, Leicester. Shoe Manufacturers. March 
10. Assignment. Reg March 31. 

Sarell, James. Sherborne, Dorsetshire, Grocer. 
Reg March 28. 

Scott, Thomas, Wear-st, Monkwearmouth, Grocer. March 3. Convey- 
ance. Reg March 29. 

Sowerby, Matthew Steel, & Joseph Bennett, Manchester, Merch 
March 18. Assignment. Reg March 29. 

Thompson, Thomas, 6] St, Mary’s-terrace. Hastings, Clerk to a Railway 


Assignment. Reg 


March 3. Conveyance. 





Contractor. March 25. Conveyance. Reg March 
Tunnicliff, James, Church Greasley, Derbyshire, Shopkeeper. Mareh 3. 
Assignment. Reg March 29. 


Webb, Edward Russell. Oldbury, Worcestershire, Boat Builder. March 20. 
Composition. Reg March 31. 

White, George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Plumber. Feb 28. Assignment. Reg 
March 28. 

Wilkinson, Benjamin Jackson, Tower-pl, York, Nail and Chain Maker. 
Feb 28. Conveyance. Reg March 28. 

Woodhams, William, Clerk in the Comptroller-General’s Office, London. 
March 24. Arrangement. Reg March 29. 

Yallop, James, Oak-wharf, Battersea-sq, Surrey, Builder. March 20, 
Composition. Reg March 3}. 

Yeldham, David, Fulham, Middlesex, Brewer. March 27. Composition. 
Reg March 29, 

GBankruypts. 
Faipay, March 28, 1862. 


Abbott, William, 61 Bromley-st, Stepney, Middlesex. 
forma pauperis). London, April 15 at |. 
Moorgate-st. 

Andrew, Thomas Barton, 13 North-st, Clarendon-st, Hulme, Manchester, 
Commission Agent. Pet March 25, Salford, April 8 at 10.30. Sol 
Rowlinson, Manchester. 

Antingham, James, Peterborough, Builder. Pet March 25. Peterborough, 
April 12 at 10. Sol Rutland, Peterborough. 

Baldwin, David, Ewood, Midgley, Halifax, Joiner. Pet March 25. Halifax, 
April 11 at 10. Sols Ingram & Balnes, Halifax. 

Barlow, Joseph, 11 Bury-st, Salford, Dyer of Silk. March 18. Salford, 
April 8 at 10. 


Pet March 24 (in 
Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 


Barnes, Thomas, 147 Tooley-st, Borongh, Surrey, Dealer in China, . Pet " 


March 22. London, April 8 at 12.30. Sol Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Barnett, George, Oakham, Rutland, Plumber. Pet March 24. Oakham 
April 14 at 2. Sol Law. 

Beckett, John, 7 West Smithfield, London, Relieving Officer of Wests 
London Union. Pet March 26. London, April 15 at 10. Sol Beard, 10 
Basinghall-st. 

Bell, Thomas George, Lynmouth, Lynton, Devonshire. Pet March 24 (in 
forma pauperis). Exeter, April9 at 11. Sol Floud, Exeter. 

Bentley, Richard, Chorley, Lancashire, Tailor. Pet March 24. Man- 
chester, April 9at 11. Sol Stead, Manchester. 

Birch, Samuel, St. Peter’s-gate Mill, Stockport, Cotton Spinner. Pet 
March 25. Manchester, April 9 at 12. Sols Darnton, Ashton-under- 
Lyne, and Sale & Co., Manchester. 

Bolton, John, Abbey-st, Nuneaton, Farmer. Pet March 24. Nuneaton, April 
8 at 10. Sol Estlin, Nuneaton. 

Brabin, Samuel, 141 Great Homer-st, Liverpool, Buccher. Pet March 25. 
Liverpool, April 14 at 3. Sol Grocott, Liverpool. 

Braide, George, Marsh, Huddersfield, Victualler. Pet March 26. Leeds, 
April 10 at 11. Sols Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield, and Bond & Bar- 
wick, Leeds. 

Bull, John, Newchurch, Isle of Wight, Brewer. Pet March 25. Newport, 
April 8 at ll. Sol Beckingsale. Newport. 

Cable, Thomas, 4 Albert-ter, Broadway, Plaistow, Essex, Contracting 
Carman. Pet March 24. London, April 9 at 11.30. Sol Heathfield, 
10 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Cole, Joseph, Cinderhill, Sedgley, Staffordshire, Butty Miner. Pet March 
25. Dudley, April 10 at 11. Sol Waterhouse, Bilston. 

Coleman, Joseph, 16 Chichester-pl, Gray’s-inn-rd, Middlesex, Baker. Pet 
March 24 (in forma pauperis). London, April 15 at 1. Sols Aldridge 
& Bromley, 46 Moorgate st. 

bared James, Tamworth, Plumber. Tamworth, April 

7 at 10. Sol Argyle, Tamworth. 

Coster, Benjamin Woolf, 16 Smithfield-bars, London, Fishmonger. Pet 
March 26. London, April 15 at 1. Sol Harcourt, 2 King's Arms-yard, 
London. 

Cox, Thomas, Love-lane and Merton-rd, Wandsworth, Surrey, Baker. 
Pet March 26. London, April 8 at 2, Sol Plumley, 27 Moorgate-st. 

Crawley, Frederick, 3 Park-st, Luton, Printer. Pet March 18. Luton, 
April 8 at 12. Sol Scargill, Luton. 

Crowther, Richard Pollard, 11 Upper Medlock-st, Hulme, Cattle Dealer. 
Pet March 26. Salford, April 8 at 1!. Sols Cobbett & Wheeler, Man- 
chester. 

Crump, Charles, Powick, Worcestershire, Coal — Pet March 19. 
Worcester, April 17 at it. Sol Wilson, Worceste 

Daws, George, Newthorpe, Nottinghamshire, omer: Pet March 25, 
Nottingham, April 23 at 11. Sol Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Dey, Mary, Dock Side, Goole, Yorkshire, Widow, Greengrocer. Pet March 
20. Goole, April 10 at 11. Sol Spurn, Hull. 

Dowell, William, 59 Park-st, Birmingham, Hickney Driver. Pet 
March 24. Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol Allen, Birmingham. 

Ellis, Thomas, Kirkby, Ashfield, Nottinghamshire, Wheelwright. Pet 
Murch 26. Alfreton, April 10 at2. Sol Neale, Matlock. 

Ferneyhough, Thomas, Moston Newton-heath, Manchester, Silk Dyer. 
Pet March 24. Manchester, April 11 at 9.30. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Fields, Woolley Jollens, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Tailor. Pet Murch 
14 (in forma pauperis). Stafford, April 7 at 11. Sol Litchfield, New- 
castle-under Lyne. 

Fisher, Samuel, 23 Cock-yard, Davies-st, Berkeley-sq, Middlesex, Cab 

rietor. Pet March 24. London, April 15 at 10. Sol Dalton, 3 
Bucklersbury. 
Fossey, George, Caroline-villas, Maryland Point, Stratford, Essex; Lath 


Pet March 24. 











ww 


—= tf ot tc Bra 











Apri 5, 1862 





_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. | 


425 








Render. Pet March 24. London, April 8 at 12.30. Sol Dalton, 
Bucklersbury 

France, Charles, King’s Head-ct, Holborn, Middlesex, Whitesmith. Pet 
March 24, London, April 15 at 2, Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moor- 

te-st. 

Forimn, Thomas, Chilvers Coton, Warwickshire, Rfbbon Weaver. 
March 21. Nuneaton, April 7 at 10. Sol Smalibone, Coventry. 
Gerrard, Charles, 19 Sankey-st, Warrington. Shopman. Pet March 20. 

Warrington, April 10 at 12. Sol Nicholson, Warrington. 

Griffiths, Edwin, 43 Ladywood-lane, Birmingham, Tinner. 
Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 

Hague, John, Fowler-st, Bridghouses, Sheffield, Typefounder. Pet March 
25. Sheffield, Aprill0 at 2. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

Hallen, Samuel, 76 Oxford-st, Middlesex, Cornwall-rd, Lambeth, and 
Hoty cit Be Regent’ Drose & Ses Engineer. Pet March 22. London, April 
14 at Il. Sons, Billiter-sq 

Harrow, fiensy 3 Seep 12 Hatton-yard, Hatton-wall, Middlesex, Mason. 
Pet March 24 (in form& pauperis), London, April 15 at 10. Sols Ald- 
ridge & yr tees 46 Roorense “st. 

Hayward, George, 39 Moneyer-st, Hoxton, Middlesex, Journeyman Lock- 
= Pet March 26. London, April 8 at 2. Sol Parsons, 42 Basing- 


m+ John, Thorne, Yorkshire, Mariner. Pet March 14. 
April 2 at 2. Sols Beckitt & Phillips, Thorne. 

Hodge. James, Moseley, Worcestershire, Commercial Traveller. Pet 
March 25. Birmingham, April 12 at 12. Sol King, Birmingham. 

Holiinshead, Frederick Brock, Gillhead, near Windermere, Lancashire. 
March 18. Lonton, May 8 at!. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Holmes, Samuel Edwards, 2 Alpha-cottages, St James~st, Old Kent-rd, 
sore Pet March 21. London, April 8 at 12. Sol Hobbs, 63 

Hookey, Isaac, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, een Pet March 25. New- 
port, rated Fd 12, Sol Joyce, Newpo: 
Hopes. Thomas Batley. Leeds, Painter. Meet March 24. 

at 11.80. Sols Horsfall & Latimer, Leeds. 

Nea James, Cowpen Village. Northumberland, Builder. 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne, April 11 at 11, 


Hudson, Edward, Barrow-on-Humber, Lincolnshire, Grocer. March 20. 
Barton-on-Humber, April 10 at 11. Sol Bygott, Barton-on-Humber. 
Hurst, Ambrose Maude, Moorgate-st-chambers, London, Commission 
Pet March 25. London, May 8 at 2. Sols Parkes, 11 Beaufort- 

bidgs, Strand. 

Irving, Howard Douglas, 33 Nelson-ter, New Hampstead-rd, Kentish 
Town, Middlesex, Clerk in the General Post Office, Pet March 26. 
London, April 15 at 11. Sol Smith, 15 Wilmington-sq. 

Jones, James, Langley, near Oldbury, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet March 24. Birmingham, April 7 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 
Jones, William, Birmingham, Engraver. Pet March 20. Birmingham, 

April 11 at (1. Sols Southall & Nelson, Birmingham. 

Lawrence, Edward. 8 Aland-rd, Kentish Town, Middlesex, Boot and Shoe 
Manufacturer. Pet March 24 (in formaé pauperis). London, April 8 at 
2. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st, 

Lioyd, Dun’s-lane, Upton-upon-Severn, Worcestershire, Publican. Pet 
March 17. Upton-upon-Severn, April 14 at 12. Sol Wilson, Worcester. 

Lobb, John, Trenay, St Neot, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet March 25. Excter, 
April 1! at 11. Sols Beer & Rundle, Devonport, or Hartnol, Exeter. 

Lowe, Joseph, Crystal Palace, Luton, Dyer. Pet March 17. Luton, April 
14 at 4. Sol Simpson, St Albans. 

Marmont, Stephen, sen, Stephen Marmont, jnn, & William Cotterill, Har- 
court Mill, 8, Woollen Scribblers. Pet March 24. Leeds, April 16 
at ll. Sol Harle, Leeds. 

Mayo, James, Crown and Sceptre Inn, Lydbrook, West Dean, 
shire, Innkeeper. Pet March 26. 
Roberts, Monmouth. 

Miles, John, Leytonstone, Essex, Tailor. Pet March 26. London, April 9 
at 12. Sols Moseley & Co, 6 Old Jewry-chambers, 

Morris, Henry, 8 Stratford-pi, Old Kent-rd, Bermondsey, Surrey, Shirt 
Manufacturer. Pet March 24 (in forma pauperis). London, April 14 at 
ll. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Morton, John, Durham, Chemist and Druggist. Pet March 26. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, April 14 at 11. Sol Watson, Durham. 

Mosley, John, William-st, Primrose-hill, Wakefield, Photographer. Pet 
March 26. Wakefield, April 12 at 1!. Sol Stiles, Manchester. 

Musselwhite, ow 16 Mason-st, Bridge-rd, Lambeth, Surrey, Dairy- 


Pet 


Pet March 25. 


Thorne, 


Leeds, April 16 


Pet March 18. 
Sol Story, Newcastle-upon- 


Gioucester- 
Monmouth, April 9 at 12. Sol 


man. Pet March 24. London, April 8 at 1. Sol Lindus, 35 Bedford- 
row. 

Noone, George Ed » Upper Kennington-lane, Surrey, Ironmonger. 
Pet Starch 24 (in gone pauperis). London, April 15 at 10. Sols Ald- 


ridge Moorgate-st. 

Osborne, Walter, Spout-st, Leek, Staffordshire, Greengrocer. Pet March 
26. Leek, April 10 at 12. Sols Messrs Tennant, Hanley, Staffordshire. 

Parry, Robert, Pen- y-bryn, Dysert, Flintshire, Grocer. Pet March 24. 
Liverpool, April 11 at 12. Sols Dodge & Wynne, Liverpool. 

Pearson, George, 48 Raglan-ter, Netherfield-rd, North Everton, Liverpool, 
Grocer. Pet March 21. Liverpool. Apri! 9-at 3. Sol Cross, Liverpool. 

Phillips, Thomas, Sunderland, Master Mariner. Pet March 24. Sunder- 
land, April 10 at 12. Sol Dixon, Sunderland 

Pollard, Laycock, & John Feather, ‘Accrington, Lancashire, Cotton Manu- 


facturers. Pet Marca 26. Manchester, April 8 at 12. Sols Shaw & Co, 
jy ere and Sale & Co, reece an 

Price, Charles, jun, Beaufort A: nn, Crickhowell, Breconshire, Inn- 
keeper. Pet March 26. Bristol, ren 15 at I. Sol Lewis, Crick - 


howell, 
Prowse, William, 11 Park-ter, Earl-st, Kensington, Middlesex, Builder. 
resem London, April 9 at 11.30. sol Vaughan, 17, Tich- 


Pughe, os 16 Daulby-st, and 80 Tithebarn-st, Bsa Stationer. Pet 
March 25. Liverpool, April 15 at 3. “tune And 
Reaney, Nicholas, eaten an lor. pe ‘March 14 (in forma pau- 


peris.) ore _— Ll ay Litchfie! 
Rennison, Frank, 8 Kingsland-rd, Middlesex, Dealer in 
Woollen and Silk Goods. Pet Pet Mareh 24 (in Sens pauperis). London, 
46 


= 15 sd oo Sols Aldridge & A om elgg 
Bloxwich, Staffordshire, Coal t. Pet March 24. 
pte Aes oa April 7 at 12. Sol Glover, Walsall, 


ie King-street, Leek, Staffordshire, Silk Manufacturer, Pet 
Leck, April 10'at 1, Sol Smith, Leek, 





3 | Rimmer, ¥ William, 47 Queen-st, Edge Hill, Liverpool, Grocer. Pet’ March 
20 


verpool, April 8 at 3. Sol Henry, Liverpool. 
Roberts, Edward, 16 Malaga-st, London-rd, Manchester, Timber Dealer. 


Pet March 24. "Manchester, April 11 at 9.30. Sol Swan, 
Roberts, Edward, 1 Regent’s-terrace, Salmon-lane, Limehouse. Pet 
March 24, London, April 8 at 1. Sols Peek & Downing, 10, Basinghall- 


street. 

Rogers, George, George-street, Oxford, Grocer. Pet March 25. Oxford, 
April 14 at 10, Sol Thompson, Oxford. 

Rogers, James, Upper Hale, near Farnham, Surre oe Pet March 
26. London, April 15 at 12. Sol Pook, 27 Basi 

Rogers, Nicholas, Exeter, Bone Crusher. Pet March 3 SrRediin April 9 
atll. Sol Terrell, Exeter. 

Ross, William Jones, 2 Beresford-ter, Hill-st, Woolwich. Clerk in Arsenal. 
Pet March 26. London, April 8 at 1. Sel Hughes, Woolwich, 

Rose, Charles, 26 St John-st. Clerkenwell, Middlesex. Pet March 20. 
London, April 13 at 1. Sol Haynes. 5 St Dunstan’s-hill, London. 

Routledge, John, Heydonbridge, Northumberland, Miner. Pet March 24, 
Hexham, April 15 at 11. Sol Welford, Hexham. 

Rutty, William Henry, King-st, Cheapside. London, Glove Importer. Pet 

Sols Hueson & Parker, 4 King-st, 


March 25. London, April 8 at 1.30. 
Cheapside. 

Sanders, Thomas, 39 Old Crane-st, Chester, Assistant to a Carter. Pet 
March 22. Chester, April 11 at 2. Sol Cartwright, Chester, 

Shapeott, Henry, 3 Ellacombe-ter, Torquay, Smith. Pet March 27. 


Newton Abbott, April Li at 11. Sol Carter, Torquay. 

Slade, Robert, and James Slade, Poole, Merchants. Pet March 19.' Lon- 
don, April 15 at 11. Sol Aldridge, Poole, and Chappel, 19 Great Carter- 
lane, London, 

Smith, Edward Hobbs, Swansea. Mareh 11. Swansea, April 10 at 12, 

Smith, James, 8 Midway-ter, Lower-rd, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Boot 
Shoe Maker. Pet March 26. London, April 15 at 12. Sols Philp & 
Philp, 25 Bucklersbury, London. 

Spawton, William, 11 Bradshaw-st, Northampton, Innkeeper’s Assistant. 
Pet March 24 (in form& pauperis). Northampton, April i4at 10; Go! 
Rands, Northampton. 

Spicer, Joseph, Kensington-sq, Low Harrowgate, Yorkshire, Time Keeper. 
Pet. Knaresborough, April 10 at 11. Sol Harle, Leeds. 

Steinberg, Rudolf, and l'rederick Alexander Aberson, 37 and 38, Marke 
lane, London, General Commission Merchants. Pet March a. Lon- 
~~ April 8 at 2.30. Sols Laurence, Smith, & Fawden, 12 Bread-st, 

») 

Stones, Frederick Job, Lutterworth, School Master. Pet March 25. Bir- 

mingham, April 14 at12. Sols Haxby, Leicester, and Parry, Birming- 


ham 

Sutton, Robert, 16 Mildmay-pl, John-st, Islington, Middlesex, Su 
Pet March 24. London, April 15 at 10. Sol Spencer, Colem: 

Swatman, William, 14} Elm-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Middlesex, Advertising 
Artist and Writer. Pet March 25. London, April 8 at 1.30. Sols 
Lewis & Lewis, 10 Ely-pl, Holborn. a 

Thompson, James, Deepfields, Sedgley, Staffordshire, Iron Merchant. Pet 
March 14 (in form& pauperis), April7 at 11. Sol Litchfield, Neweas> 
tle-under-L 7me. 

Wade, Walter John Plunkett, Rose-mount, Sidmouth, Military Tutor. 
Pet March 25. Exeter, April 11 at 12. Sol Floud, Exeter. 

Watson, Robert, Abbey, Holme Cultram, Cumberland. Pet March 25. 
Wigton, April 9 at 11. Sol Stamper, Wigton. 

Waugh, William Neale, Egham. Surrey, Corn Merchant. Pet March 25. 
London, April 15 at 12. Sols Laurence, Smith & Fawdon, 12 Bread-st, 
London, and, W. & H. Hammond, Furnival’s-inn. 

Welsh, George, Bishopwearmouth, Grocer. Pet March 24. Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne, April |i at 11. Sol Scaife, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Wernham, Nancy, Widow, 350 King’s-rd, Chelsea, Middiesex, Assistant to 
a Baker. Pet March 24 (in forma pauperis).. London, April 16 at 1. 
Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st, London. 

Willey, John, Hill Top, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet March 25. 
Sheffield, April 10 at2. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

Williams, Daniel, Garmach, near Nantyglo, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Pet 
March 24. Tredegar, April 11 at 2. Sols Simons & Plews, Merthyr; 
Winterson, John, 3 Vassall-rd, Kennington, Surrey, Plumber. Pet March 

24. London, April 8 at 1. Sol Moss, Church-ct-chambers, Old Jewry. 

Witherspoon, Joseph, Cheltenham, Assistant to an Outfitter. March 18, 
Cheltenham, April 8 at 12. Sol Wilkes, ———— - 

Wivell, Abraham, Birmingham, Artist. Pet March Birmingham 
April 14 at 12. ‘Sol Parry, Birmingham. . 

Wright, John, 26 Hercules-bldgs, Westminster-rd, Lambeth, and 193 and 
194 Railway Arches, Carlisie-st, Builder. Pet March 24. London, 
April 9at 11. Sols Labrow & Brown, Mitre-ct-chambers, Temple. 

Young, William, 2 Victoria-ter, Dovercourt, Harwich, Assistant ant Engineer. 
Pet March 25, Iwndon, April 9 at 11.30. Sol Wells, 47 Moorgate-st, 


Tuespay, April 1, 1862. 

Allon, David, Michaelchurch, Escley, Herefordshire, Farmer. Pet March 
28, Birmingham, April V7 at 1. ‘Sols Hodgson & Allen, 

Atkinson, George, 16 Chapel-lane, Bradford, Tailor. Pet Feb 25, Brad- 
ford, April 15 at 10.30. Sol Hutchinson, Bradford. 

Baxter, Joseph, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottinghamshire, Painter. Pet 
March 28. Newark, April 16 at 11. Sol Heathcote, Nottingham. 

Bencraft, Henry, St. Mary-st, Southampton, Apothecary. Pet March 24. 
London, April 15 at 2. Sols Lawrence, Plews, & Boyer, 6 old dewey. 
Chambers, London. 

Bennett, Edwin, John-st, Baker-st, Birmingham, Builder. Pet March 26. 
Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol Assinder, Carr’s-lane. 

Bennett, Susanna, Sonthgate-st, Gloucester, Haberdasher. Pet March 31. 
Gloucester, April 17 at 2. Sol Wilkes, Gloucester. 
Bignell, George, Little Heath, Barking, Essex, Builder. Pet March 28, 

London, April 16 at 11. Sol Peverley, 19 Cole Coleman-st. 

Bird, John, Appleby, Westmoreland, Hotel a: Pet March 28. 

Appleby, April 15atll. Sol Thompson, ——_ 

Bird, gh Ree eee. Whitechapel, M _ x, Blacksmith. 
Mare! n forma pauperis). London, A iat Ll, Sol Aldshdge, 
CL epee teeeisind 

B omas, 8 Port-st, Manc' Coffee-house . Pet March 
28. Manchester, April 12 at 11. Sols @. & R. W. Marsland, peed 

Branch, William poms, 2 81 Evans-st, Poplar, Middlesex, Dealer ; 
Old Stores. Pet March 29, London, April 15 at-11, Sot Hope, 9 
plaee, Holborn! 





THE 


‘fesek “Charles, 34 Durham-st, “Vauxhall, 
Pet March 26. London, April 15 at 2. 
Throgmorton-st. 

Buckley, Thomas, Waterloo-rd, Po yeaa near Manchester, Drysalter. 
March 18. Manchester, April 12 at 1 

Butcher, Catherine, 2 Pitville-st, ee Milliner. Pet March 27. 
Cheltenham, April 15 at 11. Sol Plumbe, Cheltenham. 

Capewell, William, Spout-st, Leek, Staffordshire, Innkeeper. Pet March 
28. April 17 at12. Sols Challinor, Badnall, & Challinor, Leek. 
Casrill, Marcus, Kingston-upon-Hull, Hat and Cap Manufacturer. 
March 26. Kingston-upon-Hnll, April 16 at 12. Sol Ayre, Hull. 
Caudwell, Theodore, Warsop, Nottinghamshire, Miller. Pet March 22. 
Sheffield, April 10 at 12. Sols Shackluck, Mansfield, and Smith & 

Burdekin, Sheffield. 

Coates, Thomas, Penrith, Cumberland, Innkeeper. 
rith, April 11 at 11. Sol Cant, Penrith. 

— Joseph, 43 Middlesex-st, Whitechapel, London, Rag Merchant. 

Pet March London, April 15 at 12.30. Sol Juckes, 19 Basinghall- 


Surrey, “ Commntieston ‘Agent. 
Sol Gregson, 8 Ange!-court, 


Pet 


Pet March 28. Pen- 


street. 

Coldicott, William, Stratford-upon- Avon, Tailor and Clothier. Pet March 
26. Stratford-upon-Avon, April 19 at 11. Sol Greaves, Stratford- 
upon-Avon. 

Court, John Pilcher, Faversham, Common Carrier. 
Faversham, April 11 at 12. Sol Johnson, Faversham. 

Crickett, John Rowe, & William Robert Crickett, 146 High-st, Margate, 
Bathers. Pet March 24. Margate, April 11 at 2. Sols Boys & Sons, 
Margate. 

Crofts, George, 37 Admira]-ter, Vauxhail-bridge-rd, Pimlico, Commission 
Agent. Pet March 24 (in forma pauperis). London, April 15 at 11. 
Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Culliford, ‘Charles John, 22 Southampton-st, Strand, Middlesex, Litho- 
grapher. Pet March 27. London, April 16 at11. Sol Jones, 5 New- 

# inn, Strand, London. 

Davis, William, 57 Stamford-st, Lambeth, Surrey, Estate and Commission 
Agent. “March 22. London, ‘April 15 atll. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate- 
street. 

Didsdale, Thomas, St. Helen’s, Auckland, Durham, Pitman. 
25. Auckland, April 17 at 10. Sol Brignal, Durham. 

Duckworth, Henry, Denbigh-st, Liverpool, Cotton and Waste Dealer. 
March 21. Liverpool, April 11 at 2. Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liver- 


Pet March 27. 


Pet March 


pool. 

Farr, Herbert, Iver, Bucks, Baker, Pet March 28. London, April 14 at 
ll. Sols Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st, and Wools, Uxbridge. 

Field, George, Upper Brailes, Warwickshire, Tailor. Pet March 28. 
Birmingham, April 14 at 12. Sol Drake, Birmingham. 

Flack, Charles, Sudbury, Suffolk, Grocer. Pet March 31. London, 
April 16 at 1. Sols Madox & Wyatt, 30 Clement’s-lane, London. 

Fuidge, Edwin, 30 Trinity-street, Fareham, Hampshire, Artist. 
March 28. Portsmouth, | April 14 at 11.30. Sol Cousins, Portsea. 

Gallie, John Joseph, Newport, Monmouthshire, Corn Merchant. 
March 29. Bristol, April 15 at 11. Sol Batchelor, Newport. 

Gifford, Robert, 20 Sidney-st, Commercial-rd East, Middlesex, Relieving 
Officer of Western District, Mile End. Pet March 28 (in forma pau- 
peris). London, April 14 at 11.30. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Goldwater, Marks, Birmingham, Jeweller. Pet March 28. Birmingham, 
April 17 at 11. 8ol Barber, Birmingham. 

Griffin, Thomas, Dudley, Grocer. Pet March 27. Birmingham, April 14 
at i2. Sols Hodgson & Allen, Birmingham. 

Groves, William, 1 Lee-place, Lee, Kent, secretary to a public Company. 
Pet March 27. London, April 15 at 12. Sols Sheppard & Riley, 38 
Moorgate-st. 

Hackman, James, Buckingham-place, Lake-rd, Landport, Hants. 
March 27. Portsmouth, April 14 at 11. So! Paffard, jun, Portsea. 

Hart, Henry, Holbeach Fen, Holbeach, Farmer. Pet March 27. 
beach, April 14 at 10. Sol Clarke, Holbeach. 

Harvey, Amis, 20, St. Dunstan’s-hill, London, Tailor. 
London, Apri! 14 at 11.30. Sol Hill, Basinghall-street. 

Hatfield, George, 17 Wrentham-st, Birmingham, Harness Maker. 
March 28. Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol Duke, Birmingham. 

Hawkins, Vincent, Rawmarsh, near Rotherham, Coal miner. Pet March 
28. Rotherham, April 1! at 11. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

May, James Alexander Cameron, 41 Frederick-place, Plumstead, Kent, 
Clerk in Her Majesty’s Arsenal. Pet March 29. London, April 15 at 
11. Sol Perry, 2 Guildhall-chambers. 

Heywood, John, Darcy Lever, near Bolton, Provision Dealer. 
18. Bolton, April i6at 10. Sol Edge, Bolton. 

Hodgson, John, Lee Mill, near Bacup, Lancashire, Innkeeper. 
19. Manchester, April 11 at 1. Sol Whitehead, Rochdale. 
Horncastle, William George, Blue Bell, Church-st, Rotherhithe, Surrey, 
Licensed. Victualler. Pet Feb 28. London, April 12atil. Sol Webb, 

7 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hutchinson, Benjamin, Warrington, Basket Manufacturer. March 18. 
Manchester April 14 at 11.30. 

Johnson, Joseph, Worksop, Painter. Pet March 29. Worksop, April 16 
at10. Sol Clough, Worksop. 

Jones, George, Upper Trinity-st, Bordesly, Warwickshire, Soda Water 
ea Pet March 28. Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol Maltby, 

J. 

Kain, John, 14 Patriot-row, Bethnal-green, Middlesex, Plumber. Pet 
March 24 (in forma pauperis). London April 12 at 12. Sol Aldridge, 
46 Moorgate-st. 

Kelsey, John, Westwoodside, Haxey, Lincolnshire, Beerhouse Keeper, 

gg 27. Gainsborough, April 10 at 11. ‘Sol Bladon, Gainsbo- 


King deka, Kensworth, Hertfordshire, Innkeeper. Pet March 29. Luton, 
April 15 at 12, Sol , Luton 

Knowles, Anthony, Greenacres Moor, Oldham, Chemist and Druggist. 
March 18. Manchester, April 11 at 11. 

Knowles, Charles, Sheffield, Hosier. Pet March 25. Sheffield, April 12 
at 10. Sol Mason, Sheffield. 


Leggett, Alfred, 92, King-st, Eosongate, Baker, Pet March 25. Ramsgate, 
argate. 


April 10 at 1. Sols Boys & Son, M 
Limbert. James, Sittin, rne, Kent, Saddier. Pet March 22. London, 
April 15 at 1. Sols Hughes, Hooker, & Buttamshaw, | St. Swithins-in, 
Mackie, James, 11 Castle-st, rd, Middlesex, Watch and Clock Man- 
nfacturer. Pet March 28, , April 15 at {2. Sol Buchanan, 
13 Basinghall-st. 


Pet 
Pet 


Pet 
Hol, 
Pet March 29, 


Pet 


Pet March 
Pet March 
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Mair, Robert Meaty, Bulgrato-pi, Pimlico, Middlesex, Bookselle: 
Publisher. March 22. London, April 14 at 12. Sol Aldridge 46 
Moorgate-st, 

Major, Benjamin, 8 Dansom-lane, Kingston-upon-Hull, Corn Merchant. 
Pet March 26. Kingston-upon-Hull, April 16 at 12. Sol Summers, Hull. 

Martin, James, 1 Camberwell New-rd, Camberwell, Surrey, Omnibus 
Driver, Pet March 28. London, April 15 at11. Sol Pittman, 94 Upper 





Stamford-St, London. 
Metz, Lion, 61 Chiswell-st. Finsbury, Middlesex, Tobacconnist. Pet March 
26 


- London, April 15 at 10, Sol Soloman, 22 Finsbury-pl. 
Midgley, W ‘illiam Edward, Bradford, Saddler. Leeds, March 18. April 14 


mevteer; John Henry Turner Mitchell de’, Hor:ey Grange, Banbury, * 
Oxfordshire, Clerk. Pet March 28. London, April 16 at 12. Sol Holt, 
Quality-ct, Chancery-lane, 

Munks, John, Boston, late of Ontario, Canada, Auctioneer. Pet March 
29. Boston, April 19 at 10. Sol Bean, Boston. 

Myers, Frederick William, Mount-st, Nottingham, Watch Maker. March 
28. Nottingham, May 7 at 10. Sol Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Naylor. William, Allen’s Coffee-house, Tetple- st, Bristol, Printer. Pet 
March 26, Bristol, April 11 at 12. Sol Ayre. 

Naylor, John, 17 Long Acre, Brixtor, Surrey, Actuary. Pet March 27. 
London, April 15 at 11. Sol Low, 67 Wimpole-st, Cavendish-sq. 

O'Hare, Patrick, Banbury, Oxfordshire, Travelling Draper. Pet March 
20. London, April 15 atll. Sols Ashurst, Son, & Morris, 6 Old Jewry. 

Oliver, Samuel Chapman, Bridlington-quay, Yorkshire, neg” Pet 
March ‘6. Kingston-upon-Hull, April 16 at 12. Sol i, Hull. 

Owen, Richard, jun., Poclstock-lane, Pemberton, near Wigan, 

Pet March 15, Wigan, Aprill7 at 9. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Page, John, jun, Tenbury, Worcestershire, Stonemason. Pet March 29. 
Tenbury, April 17 at 10. Sol Preston, Tenbury. 

Pearson, Benjamin, sen, Heath Mill-lane, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Pet 
March 29. Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sol East, Birmingham. 

Pearson, David, Dennis Park, Amblecote, Staffordshire, Commission Agent. 
Pet March 25, Stourbridge, April 28 at 10. Sol Maltby, Dudley. 

Pickering, Edward, Dudley-st, rene Licensed Victualler. Pet 
March 14. Birmingham, April 17 at Sols James & Knight, Bir- 
mingham. 

Pilgrim, William, Towcester, Northamptonshire, Grocer. Pet March 20. 
London, April 12 at 12. Sol Jeffery, Northampton. 

Pugh, William, Glanrhyd, Aberhafest, Montgomeryshire, Farmer. Pet 
March 28. Liverpool, April 15 at 12, Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liver- 
pool, and Jenkins, Llunidloes. 

Randall, James William, 193 High-st, Mile Town, Sheerness, Shipwright. 
Pet March 25. Sheerness, April 15 at 11. Sol Craven, Sheerness. 

Rose, Jesse, Westcott, near Dorking, Surrey, Grocer. Pet March 25. 
London, April 12 at 11. Sols Lawrence, Plews, & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry~ 


chambers. 
Rowlinson, John, Bradshaw-st, Shude-hill, Manchester, Tea Merchant. 
Sois Slater & Myers, Man- 


Pet eo 29. Manchester, April 12 at 11. 
ches 
Scott, Sibert Matthew, Tibberton, Herefordshire, Cattle Dealer. Pet 
March 27. Birmingham, April 17 at 11. Sols N. & T. Lanwarne, Here-~ 
ford, and Juckling, Birmingham. 
Shanklin, John Holmes, Liverpool, Coal and Commission Agent. Pet 
March 28. Liverpool, April 15 at 11. Sol Pemberton, Liverpool. 
Shepherd, Ann, 4 Court, Cazneau-st, Liverpool, Widow, Dressmaker. 
March 21. Liverpool, April 11 at 2. Sol Sandys, Liverpool. 
Short, Thomas, 46 Park-st, Camden-town, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet Marcl 
24 (in forma pauperis). London, April 12 at 12, Sol Aldridge, 46 


Moorgate-st. 

Slater, Henry, Worton, Wensleydale, Yorkshire, Plumber. Pet March 
21. Leyburn, April !0 atll. Sol Hutchinson, Bradford. 

Sleigh, William Thomas, 53 Newhall-hill, Birmingham, Builder. Pet 
March 28. Birmingham, April 14 at 10. Sols Powell & Son, Birm 

Soper, Walter Richard, Basingstoke, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet March 
28. London, April 14 at 11.30. Sol Lott, 44 Parliament-st, 

Swann, Abel, 97 Market-st, Staleybridge, Tailor and Draper. Pet March 
26. Manchester, April 11 at 11. Sol Storer, Manchester. 

Taylor, John, Isabella-st, Nottingham, Labourer, Pet March 28. Not- 
tingham, May 7 at 10. Sol Brown, Nottingham, 

Thomas, Thomas, 83 Wells-st, Oxford-st, Middlesex, Draper. Pet March 
26. London, April 14 at 11.30, Sol Howell, 15 Bow-lane. 

Toms, Joseph, Bag and Hassock Maker, 121 Bunhill- -row, Saint Luke's, 
Middlesex. March i9. London, April 14 at 11, Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 
gate-st. 

Trehorne, Walton, Pottery-pl, Llanelly, Weigher of Plates. Pet Feb 24, 
Lianelly, April 17 at 11. Sol Perkins, Lianelly, 


Waddell, Henry William, Bond-ct, Walbrook, London, Wine Merchant. 
Pet March 24. London, April 16 at 11. Sols Kiss & Son, 2 Fenect, 


London, 

Webb, Richard, Stowmarket, Schoolmaster. Pet March 24. Stowmarket, 
April 12 at 1. Sol Fuller, Stowmarket. 

Welch, Charles, 17 New North~st, Red Lion-sq, Holborn, Middlesex, 
Baker. Pet March 28. London, April 16 at 11. Sel King, 83, Fen- 
charch-st. 

Wheelton, William, Congleton, Cheshire, Butcher. Pet March 29, Con- 

gleton, April 12 at2. Sols Parrott & Co, Macclesfield. 

Whitty, John, jun, 62 Castle-st, and Wilton-st, Liverpool, Hatter. Pet 
March 22. Liverpool, April 10 at 12.30. 

Wild, George Frederick, (not George Wild, as y advertised). 

Winsland, Thomas George, 15 New Bridge-st, vauxhall, Surrey, = Fit. 
ter. ao March 24. London, April 15at 12. Sol Heathfield, 19 Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields 

Wright, Charles, 16 Princes-st, Northampton, Warder in the County Gaol, 
Pet March 27. Northampton, April 14 at 10. Sols Sheild & 


Northampton. 
Wyatt, George Robert, Oxford, a March 28. London, Pi 
15 at 11, Sol Hall, 1 Staple-inn, 
» Thomas, ’ Farm, Newberry-lane, 
Pet March 27. Oldbury, April 15 at li. Sol uaitoy” ar bone ee 


BANKRUPTOIES ANNULLED. 


Farpay, March 28, 1862. 


Simmonds, William, 13 Little Peter-st, Westminster, Builder, March 26. 
“73 Charles Pique, 32 St. Martin’s~coyrt, Leicester-sq, Middlesex. 








